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 8 月 10 日	 国内研究会（北京の報告＋11 月準備報告） 
	   報告者：堀地明（北九州市立大学）、澤井一彰（関西大学）、菅原未宇（ICU）、渡辺 
	 11 月 3,4 日	 Conference ‘Cities and disasters: urban adaptability and resilience in history’  
            主催：Institute of Historical Research, University of London 
                    Session ‘Urban response to Disasters in Early Modern Cities’ 
報告者：Vanessa Harding、澤井一彰（関西大学）、菅原未宇（ICU）、渡辺浩一 




	 (1)17 世紀半ば首都巨大化の起点となった大火に関する史料の対比（江戸とロンドン） 
	 	 文書：「柳営日次記」	 と都市参事会議事録	 	 	 →合意形成方式；老中合議制と議会 
	 	 	 	 「榎本弥左衛門覚書」	 とｻﾐｭｴﾙ-ﾋﾟｰﾌﾟｽなどの日記	 	 →新興都市のリテラシー 
	 	 出版物：文学作品「むさしあぶみ」	 と調査委員会報告書、（文学作品は？） 
	 (2)18,19 世紀の首都水害記録の対比（江戸と北京） 
	 	 編纂物：『徳川実記』における将軍の大活躍、 
皇帝の名前で編集される首都大水害記録『欽定辛酉工振紀事』38 巻(1801 年) 





	 	 飛騨高山町年寄文書；町々から駆付け人足。革箪笥に背負い紐。[青木 2000] 












	 	 天明 6 年(1786)江戸水害；水濡れ書籍の保全方法「瓶に入れて蒸し、日に干し、おもり
を掛けて吊るす」「見聞雑録」[東京市史稿変災篇 2p472] 
	 	 	 	 	 ↑貝原益軒『万宝鄙事記』(1705)に依拠。同書には火災時の非常持出し袋に「主
君の判物」など重要文書を入れて蔵に入れることも推奨。 
	 	 	 ＊この手の日用書の類にどの程度こうした記載があるのか。どれくらい読まれたか。 
	 	 	 	 実際に試した例。などなど探索する必要あり。 
















































































また、2015 年 9 月に発生した関東・東北豪雨による常総市内の歴史資料の保全活動も合
わせて行った。この点については常総市役所内部の公文書も同様に被害を受けており、ユ
ニット全体で保全を進めることができた。なお、保全活動の一部については、拙稿「「平成



















13:10～13:50 第 1 報告 松代藩御用商人八田家の一本木赤倉温泉経営（武子裕美） 
13:50～14:00 第 1 報告質疑応答 
14:00～14:40 第 2 報告 松代藩地方支配における代官の役割（種村威史） 




15:20～16:10 第 3 報告 江戸時代の災害と松代藩（渡辺浩一） 
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1802 1803 1804 1805 1806年 残金
彦根井伊家よりの借入
5000両 （無利息、5年賦） 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 0
石橋弥兵衛より借入金
2000両（3年賦） 800 700 500 ― ― 0
同上利息 100 144 60 ― ― 0
村・町からの用立金4903両 0 1622 0 0 0 3278




































































































	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 荒木	 仁朗 




	 調査場所：真田宝物館（〒381-1231 長野県長野市松代町松代４−１） 












添田	 仁	 （茨城大学准教授） 
小宮山敏和（独立行政法人国立公文書館・公文書専門官） 
塚田沙也加（独立行政法人国立公文書館・公文書専門員） 
南	 隆哲	 （小堀遠州顕彰会・職員） 
西留いずみ（國學院大学大学院・博士後期課程） 
菊地	 拓真（國學院大学大学院・博士前期課程） 
















































































 2015 年 9 月の関東・東北豪雨により被災した茨城県常総市役所が所蔵する行政文書の
レスキュー活動は、国文学研究資料館をはじめ茨城県史料ネットなどの団体が連携して現
在も継続して行われている。 

























   上：被災した行政資料。 









2016 年度の釜石市役所行政文書の被災調査は 2 度実施した。各調査の概要は下記のとおり
である。 


































2016 年度の釜石市役所行政文書の被災調査は 2 度実施した。各調査の概要は下記のとおり
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一	 はじめに	 ～私は誰？～ 







南は沖縄まで、延べ 90 件程担当させていただいている。 
 








釜石市情報公開条例（昭和 63 年 10 月 3 日条例第 22 号）  
最終改正：平成 28 年 3 月 17 日条例第 18 号 
(目的) 




















(3)	 行政文書の開示	 行政文書を閲覧に供し、又は行政文書の写しを交付することをいう。 
(開示請求権) 
第 5 条	 何人も、この条例の定めるところにより実施機関に対して行政文書の開示を請求することができ
る。 
(行政文書目録等の整備) 





１	 これからの公文書管理	 ～公文書管理法の要請～ 













拙稿「文書の管理と法」大宮ローレビュー5 号 82 頁以下	 
周知のように、1996（平成 8）年 1 月には、厚生省（当時）において HIV 関連ファイルが「発見」され
ている1。2007（平成 19）年 12 月 26 日付の防衛省「防衛省における文書管理の改善措置について」2では、
                                                   




























                                                                                                                                                     
照	 2008（平成 20）年 10 月 10 日）。「発見」するまでは、無いことになっていたわけであ
ろう。 
2 防衛省 HP＜http://www.mod.go.jp/j/sankou/report/2007/pdf/1226.pdf＞より入手（参照	 
2008（平成 20）年 10 月 10 日）。 
3 「防衛省における文書管理の改善措置について」の別紙（※4）によれば、「航泊日誌の保
存場所については、1 年間は艦船内、その後 3 年間は在籍する地方総監部とされている」が、




入手（参照	 2008（平成 20）年 10 月 10 日）。 
5 「Ⅴ．年金記録問題の全体」社会保険庁 HP＜http://www.sia.go.jp/top/kaikaku/kiroku/
pdf/2.pdf＞より（参照	 2008（平成 20）年 10 月 10 日）。 
6 大分県教育委員会教育行政改革プロジェクトチーム「調査結果報告書～大分県教員採用選
考試験等に係る贈収賄事件を受けて～」（2008（平成 20）年 8 月 29 日）11 頁。なお、同
報告書 10 頁では「答案用紙を悪意をもって廃棄した事実は確認できなかった」としている。
同報告書は、大分県教育委員会 HP＜http://edu.oita-ed.jp/080829houkokusyo.pdf＞で入手
できる（参照	 2008（平成 20）年 10 月 7 日）。 

















(1) 公文書等の管理に関する基本法（3 条） 
(2) 組織の根拠法（2 条 3 項 2 号の国立公文書館等，2 条 4 項 3 号・5 項 3 号の歴史資
料等保有施設，28 条 1 項の公文書管理委員会） 
(3) 国民の権利創設(？)法（16 条 1 項の特定歴史公文書等利用請求権） 
(4) 行政、独立行政法人等の義務制定法 
＜公文書管理法が定める各種義務規定＞ 
行政機関の職員	 4 条柱書（文書作成義務）、5 条 1 項（行政文書整理義務） 
行政機関の長	 5 条 2 項・3 項・5 項（行政文書整理義務）、6 条（保存義務）、7 条
1 項（行政文書ファイル管理簿記載義務）、7 条 2 項（行政文書ファイル管理簿閲
覧・公表義務）、8 条 1 項（行政文書ファイル等の移管・廃棄義務）、7 条 2 項（行
政文書ファイル等廃棄前の内閣総理大臣との協議・同意取得義務、不同意時の保
存期間等設定義務）、8 条 3 項（国立公文書館等における利用制限についての意見
付与義務）、9 条 1 項（行政文書管理状況の内閣総理大臣への報告義務）、10 条 1
項・2 項（行政文書管理規則制定義務）、10 条 3 項（行政文書管理規則制定・変更
前の内閣総理大臣との協議・同意取得義務）、10 条 4 項（行政文書管理規則制定・
変更時の公表義務）、32 条 1 項（研修義務）、33 条 1 項（組織見直しに伴う行政文
書の適正管理のための措置義務） 
内閣総理大臣	 9 条 2 項（行政文書管理状況報告取りまとめ・概要報告義務）、12
条 2 項（法人文書管理状況報告取りまとめ・概要報告義務）、26 条 2 項（特定歴
史公文書等保存・利用状況取りまとめ・概要報告義務）、29 条（公文書管理委員会
への諮問義務） 
独立行政法人等	 11 条 1 項（法人文書適正管理義務）、11 条 2 項（法人文書ファイ
ル管理簿記載義務）、11 条 3 項（法人文書ファイル管理簿閲覧・公表義務）、11 条
4 項（法人文書ファイル等の移管・廃棄義務）、11 条 5 項（国立公文書館等におけ
る利用制限についての意見付与義務）、12 条 1 項（法人文書管理状況の内閣総理







国立公文書館等の長	 15 条 1 項・2 項（特定歴史公文書等の永久保存義務）、15 条
3 項（個人情報漏えい防止措置義務）、15 条 4 項（目録作成・公表義務）、16 条 1
項（特定歴史公文書等を利用させる義務）、16 条 2 項（時の経過の考慮義務、意
見参酌義務）、16 条 3 項（部分利用をさせる義務）、17 条（本人情報を利用させる
義務）、18 条 2 項・3 項（意見書提出機会付与義務）、18 条 4 項（利用反対意見提
出時の手続遵守義務）、21 条 2 項（異議申立て時の公文書管理委員会への諮問義
務）、26 条 1 項（特定歴史公文書等保存・利用状況の内閣総理大臣への報告義務）、
27 条 1 項・2 項（利用等規則制定義務）、27 条 3 項（利用等規則制定・変更前の
内閣総理大臣との協議・同意取得義務）、27 条 3 項（利用等規則制定・変更時の
公表義務） 
国立公文書館	 32 条 2 項（行政機関・独立行政法人等の職員に対する研修義務） 
利用者	 20 条 1 項（手数料納付義務） 






二	 内閣府、宮内庁並びに内閣府設置法（平成 11 年法律第 89 号）第 49 条第１項及び第２項に規定する
機関（これらの機関のうち第四号の政令で定める機関が置かれる機関にあっては、当該政令で定める
機関を除く。）	 
三	 国家行政組織法（昭和 23 年法律第 120 号）第３条第２項に規定する機関（第五号の政令で定める機
関が置かれる機関にあっては、当該政令で定める機関を除く。）	 
四	 内閣府設置法第 39 条及び第 55 条並びに宮内庁法（昭和 22 年法律第 70 号）第 16 条第２項の機関並






































二	 第 11 条第４項の規定により国立公文書館等に移管されたもの	 
（※保存期間が満了した法人文書ファイル等）	 






















特定歴史公文書等（2 条 7 項）	 
国の行政機関から国立公文書館等（2 条 3 項）に移管さ
れた文書（2 条 7 項 1 号）	 
独立行政法人等から国立公文書館等に移管された文書




















































Natural disaster studies and their issues in Early Modern metropolis 
＜日時＞	 2016 年 2 月 19 日（金）10 時 00 分～17 時 10:00-17:00	 Fri. 19 February 2016 
＜場所＞	 国文学研究資料館	 3 階	 第三会議室（東京都立川市緑町 10-3） 
The third meeting room, 3F, National Institute of Japanese Literature 
＜プログラム＞	 （質疑時間を含む）




10:10 	 	 都市と災害―中近世ロンドンの経験 マシュ ・ーデービス（ロンドン大学歴史学研究所）
Cities and disasters: the experience of medieval and early modern London    Matthew Davies 
11:10 1666 年大火前ロンドンにおける火災対応 菅原	 未宇（国際基督教大学）	 
Londoners’ responses to fires before the Great Fire Miu Sugahara
12:00（昼食）	 
13:00 近世イスタンブルにおける自然災害と研究の現状	 	 澤井	 一彰（関西大学）	 
A Survey of Historical Research on Natural Disasters in Early Modern Istanbul   Kazuaki Sawai 
13:50	 	 	 清代北京の消防組織 堀地	 明（北九州市立大学）	 
Fire Brigades in Beijing in the Qing Dynasty Akira Horichi, 
14:40（休憩） 
14:50 江戸災害史研究の現状と課題	 渡辺	 浩一（国文学研究資料館）
The history of Edo’ natural disaster studies and their issues        Koichi Watanabe 
15:40 全体討論	 General Discussion
16:00	 閉会	 Closing
16:10 今後の研究計画に関する非公開討議	 Business meeting
17:00	 終了予定	 
18:00  懇親会 Party 
主催	 人間文化研究機広領域型基幹研究「日本列島における地域社会変貌･災害からの地域文化の
再構築」国文研ユニット「人命環境アーカイブズの予備的調査研究」（代表者渡辺浩一）
 A research project of the National Institutes for the Humanities 
 The Environment and human life: An Interactive Study of Past, Present and Future Archive
60




































































































顕著に少ないということだ。［明暦 3（1657）年の］江戸の大火では街の 4 分の 3 が焼失し、その 60 万
の人口のおよそ 7分の 1が亡くなった。1660年のイスタンブルでの大火災では都市の 3分の 2が焼失


























よると、44 棟が焼失したシティにおけるギルド（「同業組合」）の会館は大半が 1670 年代後半までに

































































































































































Cities and disasters: the experience of medieval and early modern London 
Matthew Davies 
Introduction 
Like many medieval and early modern cities, London was vulnerable to natural disasters, although 
the range and type of these disasters was relatively restricted. Because of its relatively stable 
geological and geographical position, it has never suffered significantly from earthquakes – there are 
only very occasional references in chronicles and other sources to damaged caused by such earth 
movements. The danger from water was rather more significant, and it has always been a factor that 
London and its rulers have had to take into account. The city was founded at the lowest crossing 
point of the River Thames and much of the area to the south of the city was prone to flooding in the 
medieval period. The Thames estuary was vulnerable to storm surges, the frequency of which 
increased in this period (1100-1700) as the global climate cooled: these affected land owned by 
Londoners and other landlords along the estuary, and necessitated expensive and frequent repairs 
and embankment in order to protect arable and grazing land, as well as fishing grounds along the 
estuary. Along the riverfront in the City itself, the most significant threat posed by water was to 
London Bridge, the only crossing point of the Thames, which frequently had to be repaired at great 
expense to combat the effects of strong tides and stormy weather.  However, most of the city was 
relatively immune from flooding because it was located on the slopes of two low-lying hills, and 
although there were a number of incidences of flooding in the lower part of the city, the medieval 
riverfront was actually extended by the city authorities into the river gradually over the centuries. In 
other words, although flooding was a constant danger, it was never the cause of disaster for London. 
The same cannot be said of Fire. Like other European, and indeed Asian, cities London was built 
largely of wood, with stone being reserved for large or high status buildings – such as St Paul’s 
Cathedral (which, in fact, had originally been built of wood before it was destroyed by fire in 675 
c.e.) or the 100+ parish churches and the growing number of monasteries. Houses were closely
packed together, and internal hearths were widely used to heat houses and to cook food: fire was an 
ever-present danger. The most famous of the fires that affected London was the so-called ‘Great 
Fire’ of 1666, famous because of the vivid descriptions that survive in the form of diaries, paintings 
and other sources. But it was by no means the first ‘great’ fire of London: we know that there were 
earlier large-scale fires in AD 60 (caused by invading forces), 122, 675, 1087, 1135, and in 1212. The 
most serious of these was the fire of AD 1212, which started to the south of the Thames, in 
Southwark, and spread across London Bridge (which was destroyed), and into the City itself. As one 
contemporary writer described it: 
An exceeding great multitude of people passing the Bridge, either to extinguish or quench it, or else 
to gaze at and behold it, suddenly the north part, by blowing of the south wind, was also set on fire, 
and the people which were even now passing the Bridge, perceiving the same, would have returned, 
but were stopped by the fire. 
However, very little is otherwise known of these earlier fires: there are few descriptions, and very 
little evidence of the damage they caused or of their impact. On the other hand, it is clear that 
London’s development was not impeded by these events – at least not in the medium or long term. 
London’s trajectory as a city of growing economic and political importance was not affected: the city 
was not abandoned, and appears to have been swiftly rebuilt – albeit in the same form and using the 
same materials. In these general ways, London seems to have been a highly ‘resilient city. 
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The nature of, and reasons for, this resilience need to be explored in more detail – as a means of 
raising wider more comparative questions about medieval and early modern cities. For this purpose, 
the paper will focus on the Great Fire of 1666, for which there is abundant evidence, including 
written sources such as diaries, detailed records of rebuilding, archaeological evidence and much 
more. One of the aims of the paper is to consider the nature of the impact of the Fire on London in 
terms of the city’s main characteristics: as a capital city, as an economic centre and entrepôt, and as 
a collection of neighbourhoods and communities. How far did these characteristics (or others) 
mitigate the destructive effects of the Fire? What might we learn about the resilience of towns and 
cities in this period, and what might be the points of comparison with urban centres in Europe, Asia 
and elsewhere? This is inevitably a very broad survey, touching in some of the recent work on 
London, but it is intended as a basis for further discussion. 
Context: London’s population and physical growth 1300-1700 
The Fire of 1666 took place at an important moment in London's development. London had been the 
capital city of England for almost a thousand years: it was an essential part of the royal State, largely 
because of its economic importance, as well as its physical size and political role. It was far larger 
than any other English urban centre:  it had a population of possibly 80 to 100,000 on the eve of the 
Black Death of 1348-9, fell to around 50,000 but then began to grow very strongly from the mid-16th 
century. By 1600 there were about 200,000 inhabitants, and in 1700 about 500,000, making it one of 
the largest cities in Europe. Most of the growth was suburban: London expanded far beyond the 
city’s medieval walls, with development particularly strong to the West and to the East. ‘London’ 
therefore came to mean much more than the ‘City of London’: it incorporated new residential and 
industrial suburbs, based around older parish-based settlements. Population expansion was 
supported by large-scale migration from across England, which meant that it was able to withstand 
the impacts of successive epidemics of plague and other diseases. 
Economically, London was also far ahead of other urban centres. It dominated England’s export 
trade, taking advantage of its geographical position at the intersections of key trade networks: those 
to the east in the Baltic and North Sea region, and those to the west leading to France, Spain, 
Portugal and ultimately to the Mediterranean. Like Amsterdam, London was to become in the 17th 
century the centre of an expanding overseas empire, founded on commercial expansion into new 
markets in the Americas and the Far East. Most of the country’s exports went through the port of 
London, and it was the prime source of imported new and luxury goods from overseas. In terms of 
domestic trade and networks, London’s economic hinterland and influence increased in the period 
1300-1700: it was a hugely important integrative force in the national economy, in terms of its 
demand for food, fuel, labour, and other commodities, and its supply of consumer goods and skills. 
Much was potentially at risk, then, from a major urban disaster such as a fire like that of 1666. What 
seems clear, though, is that many of these aspects of London’s development in this period enabled it 
to cope with disaster and to recover quickly. But there were also some important changes in the 
physical, economic and social environment as a result. The immediate challenges were the 
resettlement of people, rebuilding of the physical fabric, feeding the inhabitants, keeping the 
economy going, and thereby sustaining the population of England. 
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The Great Fire and its impact 
The Great Fire started on 2 September 1666 in a baker's shop in Pudding Lane. It spread over four 
days across the City, driven by an eastern wind and London's dry, flammable, closely-packed 
buildings. Inadequate fire-fighting equipment also enabled it to spread unchecked. When it was 
finally put out, the Fire had devastated most of the core of the metropolis – the ‘City of London’ 
within the walls, as well as a large area to the west of the City. However, for the most part, London's 
suburban areas, the areas which had seen the most spectacular growth, were spared. Nevertheless, 
tens of thousands were left homeless, 13,200 houses had been destroyed, as well as 44 livery 
company halls, 87 parish churches and the iconic St Paul's Cathedral. 
The extent of the destruction caused by the Great Fire of London, 1666 
The loss of life caused by the fire is difficult to ascertain. While some contemporary writers 
suggested that as few as 8 people died, this figure is almost certainly an underestimate but precise 
figures are not known. What is certain, however, is that casualties were remarkably low compared 
with the numbers killed in other early modern fires. The Edo Fire ruined three-quarters of the city, 
and killed about one-seventh of its population of 600,000. The Istanbul Fire of 1660 destroyed two-
thirds of the city, razing 280,000 houses and killed as many as 40,000. Later, the Great Fire of 
Copenhagen in 1728 was proportionally as devastating as the 1666 London Fire, destroying 80 per 
cent of the medieval city.  
Physical fabric and rebuilding 
Despite the low loss of human life, there was huge damage to the physical fabric of the city. The 
average cost of rebuilding a house has been estimated at more than £500, and in theory this was the 
responsibility of the tenant: the Fire Court was established in order to rebuild the city as quickly as 
possible, but it had to cope with complex property ownership and management arrangements, as 
well as the financial implications for many tenants. Despite this, it has been estimated that the bulk 
of private rebuilding was complete by 1670, and most of the rest by 1672, which is remarkable rate 
of progress.  
The newly rebuilt London had a different housing stock to the pre-Fire city. The new houses had to 
be built according to strict plans, which specified size and material. The 1667 Rebuilding Act required 
all new houses to be constructed of brick or stone, which was more expensive than the usual 
building materials of timber frame and weatherboards. As a result of the regulations, there was a 
reduction in the total number of houses in the fired areas after 1666. This was because the 
rebuilding tended to favour the construction of larger houses. It is estimated that around 9,000 new 
houses were built to replace the 13,200 that were destroyed in the Fire. This would have led to a 
shortage of houses in the fired areas of London, and to rises in rents. Increased subdivision of 
existing houses after the Fire may have met some of these shortages. `Internal colonisation' of 
London through the subdivision of tenements and houses was commonplace, and may have 
intensified after the Fire. In spite of this, rents in the City would have risen not only as a response to 
shortage of housing, but as a result of the increased expense of building new houses as a result of 
the rebuilding legislation.  
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The rebuilding of some of the main institutional buildings was equally rapid. Recent work has shown, 
for example, that the 44 destroyed halls of the City guilds (‘livery companies’) were mostly rebuilt by 
the late 1670s. 8 were rebuilt by 1669, ten more or less completed by 1670, and ¾ were structurally 
complete by 1673. There were powerful motives behind this, in particular the ‘reproduction of a 
distinct, diverse political culture’ and the perpetuation of values of credit, honour and identity which 
were strongly associated with the companies. Almost all the halls were rebuilt on the same sites, 
which they had occupied for hundreds of years, with only minor changes to boundaries. The 
companies took the opportunity to reinforce their public and private identities through architectural 
statements. This was an expensive process: loans had to be secured, and money raised from the 
memberships. 
The association between the guilds and their historic sites was, however, challenged by 
contemporary planners and architects who wanted to re-shape the City of London following the Fire. 
Among these were Sir Christopher Wren, who was one of several architects who produced new 
visions of London as planned city, based on a grid system, widened main streets, connected to each 
other by new piazzas. Wren was influenced by the classical buildings and grand formal street plans 
of Paris. This would have replaced the original medieval streetplan, which had evolved over 
centuries (see below). 
Wren’s plan for a more ordered, logical city was never implemented. There were many reasons for 
this: partly it was the sheer cost and lack of government finance available, but it was also because of 
the complexity of land-holding in the city, and the difficulty of negotiating with many thousands of 
land-holders and tenants. There were also, as in the case of the livery companies or the parish 
churches, powerful vested interests (with private money) which emphasised continuity rather than 
change in terms of London’s landscape. As we will see (below) the continuity in London’s street plan 
and boundaries was a factor in residential mobility. 
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People, Places and Mobility 
The initial impact of the Fire was hugely disruptive for the people of London: thousands were 
homeless and had to be housed in temporary structures or ‘sheds’ in Moorfields and other areas of 
open ground outside the city. Many of these houses became semi-permanent: as early as April 1667, 
Samuel Pepys recorded houses in Moorfields two storeys high `and like to stand, and ... became a 
place of great trade till the City be built'. The expense of moving back to the city and rebuilding a 
house was too great for many, mostly for the poor. In this sense, the Fire of London directly affected 
London’s residential structure, though the impact was not uniform. 
We need to be careful not to over-emphasise this impact, however. London’s population was 
inherently mobile: most Londoners moved several times over the course of their lives, and this was a 
feature of metropolitan life. Recent studies have shown that nearly 65% of individuals whose houses 
were not destroyed by the fire moved somewhere else in the City; for those whose houses were 
destroyed, 80% moved somewhere else, at least initially. It has been suggested, therefore, that high 
levels of residential mobility and low levels of attachment to residence in early modern London may 
have mitigated the psychological effects of being burnt out, as most Londoners were used to moving 
house on a fairly regular basis. 
We also have to be careful with the assumption, made by some historians, that the Fire and the 
rebuilding created a sense of `spatial disorientation' and `neighbourhood erosion' in the City. Work 
by Jacob Field has shown that almost one-third of those burnt out actually returned to the same or 
nearby locations: 15.2 per cent returned to the same address, and 17.9 per cent returned to an 
adjacent location. This level of residential persistence was possible because the layout of London's 
streets, lanes and alleys remained similar after the Fire. 
On the whole, people who moved away from their pre-Fire neighbourhood tended to be from lower 
status socio-occupational backgrounds and localities. Individuals who remained at the same address 
tended to be wealthier. Such groups were more likely to be part of parochial or civic government - 
institutions that integrated individuals into the local community, creating a sense of `belonging'. And 
as we have seen, these institutions were also very keen to rebuild. They may have also had closer 
social relations with their neighbours, which was important in creating a sense of `loyalty' to an area. 
Movement at lower levels of society may have been more prevalent because they were less 
integrated into their neighbourhood, and so had fewer social ties to the place, and also as a result of 
generally shorter periods of property tenure at lower levels of society. 
Changes in the typology of locality were commonplace – studies have shown that only around a 
quarter of individuals moving after the Fire moved to a similar locality. Movement south and east in 
particular appeared, again, to have been more associated with a `downward' shift in the prestige of 
address, whereas other movements tended to be more likely to be `upward'. This correlates with 
Vanessa Harding's view that the Fire led to a shift in the social topography of London, with poorer 




Modern studies have shown that cities are highly robust to exogenous shocks even of immense size. 
Donald Davis and David Weinstein's study of the recovery of Japanese cities after World War II 
showed that they soon returned to their pre-shock functions, in economic and demographic terms: 
`In the aftermath of a shock, there is a strong tendency for … aggregate manufacturing and even the 
particular industries that existed prior to the shock to return to their former importance’. 
The short term impact of the Fire on London’s economy was severe, especially as economic activity 
was so closely associated with individual households and workshops, connected together through 
networks of production. Once again, though, recovery was quick because it was seen as a priority by 
the City government and action was taken to encourage rebuilding and businesses. Huge numbers of 
carpenters, masons and other building craftsmen were brought to London in the years immediately 
after the Fire. Other trades, less fundamental to rebuilding, took a little longer to recover: but 
apprentice enrolment figures show that many companies were back to their pre-Fire recruitment 
levels by 1670. The geographical distributions of some crafts changed after the Fire: the book-sellers 
were one group which were initially displaced, but later returned to their traditional locations.  
It is essential to note that while London’s trades and guilds were very important, and hence 
potentially vulnerable to disaster (especially to the large-scale loss of life experienced by other 
cities), there were other aspects of the city’s economic role that were much less exposed. London, 
like most urban centres, had for a long time relied very heavily on credit as oiling the wheels of 
commercial transactions. Credit extended before the Fire was a commodity that could help with 
rebuilding businesses, even if there were likely to be many occasions when the value of credit bills 
had to be discounted because of the shortage of cash or those willing to redeem bills at their full 
value. Although tenants often found it expensive to rebuild their houses, the fact that they were 
required to do so meant that many landlords’ investments in property were relatively secure. 
Similarly, London’s role as an economic metropolis meant that increasingly its wealth (and the 
wealth of the country as a whole) was vested in overseas trade through the Port of London. The Port 
in fact lay downstream from London Bridge, and its centre of gravity had gradually moved eastwards 
to Wapping, Limehouse and Rotherhithe: this was partly a result of the growth in the size of ships in 
the early modern period, a trend that continued into the modern period and led to the rapid 
development of Docklands. This was unaffected by the Fire, although the destruction of the 
headquarters of many of the merchants in the City would certainly have disrupted business for a 
while. The older wharves which were destroyed by the Fire around Billingsgate and Queenhithe in 
the City itself were all rebuilt by c. 1670 with little or no change.  The survival of London's shipping 
network meant it could continue to flourish economically whilst dealing with the dislocation caused 
by the Fire. In other words, London’s ability to withstand the impact of the Fire owed a great deal to 
its ‘natural advantages’ – its geographical position and access to deep water ports. 
London's economic strength lay in the progressive centralisation of English politics, society and 
economy on the metropolis, a process which had been underway for several centuries. This was only 
temporarily threatened by the Fire, and as a result in the second half of the seventeenth century, 
London became the globally dominant centre of the long-distance and re-export trades. For Derek 
Keene ‘trade was the prime force which conditioned the reordering and rebuilding of the city after 
the Great Fire'. Elaborate rebuilding schemes were rejected in favour of practical and quick 
reconstruction along the existing layout of the City. The absence of a total reconstruction of 
London's layout, in addition to London's wholly essential place in the English economy, meant the 
metropolitan economy was able to recover and resume its growth and expansion. As well as this, the 
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presence of London's suburbs as a residential outlet and legislation allowing the short-term 
settlement of open areas near to the City meant that economic recovery did not have to wait until 
the City was rebuilt.  
Finally, it is also important to remember that royal government and the English Parliament were 
located upstream at Westminster, which by the time of the Fire had become part of the larger 
metropolitan area. This physical separation of State and capital city had long been reflected in the 
political and financial relationships between the two entities – these were generally good, though 
occasionally difficult. The effects of the Fire were therefore limited in governmental terms: none of 
the key buildings of the English government were affected, and instead there could be immediate 
action to help and encourage the City to get back on its feet – for example through the rebuilding 
Act of 1667. 
Conclusions 
Culturally, the Great Fire had a significant impact, both in the short term and beyond. The Fire 
created anxiety about the place of the City in relation to the suburbs. Many prints produced of the 
post-Fire metropolis showed the contrast between two different types of space: void and full; 
chaotic and stable. Ultimately, the portrayal of the Fire marked a transition and transformation in 
how London was viewed, despite the many continuities in urban form, as well as in social and 
economic life. Disorder was expected by the authorities, but never materialised: xenophobia was 
initially widespread, and foreigners were seen at first as the prime suspects for the Fire. Social 
scapegoats frequently bore the brunt of the suspicion of early modern fires. For example, after the 
1728 Copenhagen Fire, seven innocent Jews were arrested. Similarly, the fires in Lisbon after the 
1755 Earthquake were blamed on Spanish deserters, who were also accused of looting and robbery 
after the disaster. 
The Great Fire, its impact, and the reactions of the authorities and the citizens provides some 
interesting insights into the notion of ‘resilience’ as applied to early modern cities – and indeed to 
their modern successors. What is clear, for example, is that London’s resilience only comes in part 
what we might call ‘resilience management’ – although preventative measures were taken against 
both plague and fire in the medieval and early modern periods, these largely failed to prevent these 
disasters –and they certainly failed to stop London in 1665 from suffering a devastating Plague, 
followed the very next year by the Great Fire. More significant for London was its ability to recover 
from these events, which point to some intrinsic qualities of long-term resilience and adaptability. 
Some factors seem to have been especially important. As we have seen, the city’s geographical 
position was crucial to its economic success over some 1,500 years, both internally and with regard 
to overseas trade and, in due course, colonial expansion. It underpinned the national economy to a 
greater degree in the seventeenth century than it had ever done before. By this time, London was 
far greater in size than its medieval core: its spectacular growth since the sixteenth century had been 
almost entirely suburban, which was perhaps one reason why the metropolis as a whole was able to 
withstand the Fire’s impact on the old City. This meant, as we have seen, that its economic power 
was more distributed than before: with numerous wealthy merchants to the west and the east of 
the walled city, and the gradual shift of the port downriver. 
 London had always been a city of migrants, its population increasing rapidly despite the effects of 
successive plagues: once the immediate impact of the Fire had been dealt with, this characteristic 
reasserted itself and supported economic recovery and continued demographic growth. Its role as 
an entrepôt for people, ideas and commodities was fundamental to its long term role and success, 
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and events such as the Fire and the plagues were not able to disrupt these patterns of exchange. A 
further factor may be the long term political stability of London, both internally and in terms of its 
relationship with the English state: this stability provided an attractive environment for business and 
for migrants, and it also meant that social and political structures in the wards and parishes were 
sufficiently adaptable and durable to withstand temporary dislocation. Parts of the City changed 
significantly, but social life was often reconstituted along similar lines. 
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かれるようになってきている。特に重要なのは、「ロンドンとテムズの潮汐［London and the Tidal Thames］」
という研究プロジェクト（http://www.history.ac.uk/projects/research/tidal-thames）と、ジェイムズ・ギャ
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究が行われている。都市ロンドンの人口は 1400年までに 8～10万人から約 4万人にまで落ちこんだ。
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London and Disasters: historiographical review 
Matthew Davies 
There is a great deal of historical writing about London and natural disasters, though it has 
not been uniform or consistent in its treatment of the three main types of disaster that 
affected the city: fire, flood and plague. 
1. Fire 
With only a very few exceptions, historical writing has concentrated on the Great Fire of 
1666. This is largely because of the very extensive documentation which survives about the 
impact of this fire, which does not exist for earlier fires. The significance of the 1666 fire in 
the historiography has meant that there is a great deal of published work about the 
buildings and physical environment of London, and about the inhabitants of the city: this is 
helped by the survival of some important documentary sources for the late 17th century. 
The material evidence for the pre-Fire period is less abundant, though archaeologists have 
undertaken some important excavations of sites which were destroyed in 1666. 
Partly because it is so well recorded, the Great Fire has often been seen as a point of change 
or transition, or at the very least as a convenient way to divide London’s history into 
‘periods’. However, much of the writing is now emphasising continuity as much as change: 
London was very resilient: the destruction did not affect its political or financial status, and 
the city was rebuilt relatively quickly. The metropolis was also much bigger than its medieval 
core, and so less dependent on it. So in much of the historiography today, the emphasis is 
on resilience and the fact that the fire did little to stop London’s inexorable physical and 
economic growth – the essential features of its existence for hundreds of years before and 
since. 
Earlier fires have received much less attention. Indeed, Derek Keene’s 1999 article is the 
only example of a survey of the impact of fire on London across the centuries.1 Keene draws 
attention to London’s vulnerability as a city largely made up of wooden, closely packed 
buildings. He also emphasises the destruction caused by some of the earlier fires, such as 
that of 1212. But like other commentators, the emphasis is once again on resilience as a 
characteristic of London’s history – its importance for the English state in economic and 
political terms, and the rapidity with which the city recovered from these disasters or mini-
disasters. There remains a good deal of potential for further research on these fires and 
their impact.  
2. Water and flooding 
Medieval and early modern London’s relationship with water has been a subject of study for 
many years. However, the emphasis of much of the historiography has tended to be on 
water management as an aspect of urban government and culture, rather than on the 
                                                          
1 Derek Keene, ‘Fire in London : destruction and reconstruction, AD 982-1676’, in Destruction and 
Reconstruction of Towns, ed. M. Körner (Bern, Stuttgart, Vienna, 1999), pp. 187-211. 
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impact of water-related disasters.2 Jenner (2000) and Keene (2001) in their different ways 
both discuss the dangers of water, though these were generally localised risks rather than 
large-scale threats. This partly reflects the fact that London was never destroyed by water, 
although flooding was a constant threat (see below) and successful management of water 
was essential in order to preserve the city and sustain its population. In this sense, the 
emphasis is once again on London’s resilience – even though its water management was not 
as effective or technologically advanced as that of some other European cities. 
More recently, however, there has been a greater emphasis on the environmental impact of 
water and flooding on London. Particularly important has been the ‘London and the Tidal 
Thames’ research project (http://www.history.ac.uk/projects/research/tidal-thames) and 
the work of James Galloway. This has focussed on the Thames estuary from c.1300-c.1500, 
and has documented the impact of North Sea storm surges which affected the Low 
Countries as well as the east and south east of England in this period. This was an era of 
global cooling, and the studies by Galloway (and others working on the Low Countries) have 
situated their work within this broader context.3 The research project led to a conference 
which brought together the subjects of water management and disaster impact in London 
over a long period.4 London’s economic importance meant that even though the city itself 
was largely able to escape the effects of flooding, storm surges had an impact because of 
damage caused to fisheries and productive land in its immediate hinterland. In the built-up 
area, threats of flooding were constant and influenced building work along the foreshore as 
well as the importance given to maintaining London Bridge as the single crossing point of 
the Thames. 
3. Plague and mortality
By contrast, the impact of epidemic disease on London has been studied across the 
centuries of its history. For example, the impact of the plagues of 1348-9, when the whole 
of Europe was affected, have been studied in detail: the city’s population dropped from 80-
2 See for example Roberta Magnussen, ‘Public and private urban hydrology: water management in medieval 
London’, in S.A. Walton (ed.), Wind & water in the Middle Ages: fluid technologies from antiquity to the 
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171-88; James A. Galloway, '"Tempests of weather and great abundance of water": the flooding of the Barking 
marshes in the later middle ages', in Matthew Davies and James A. Galloway (eds.), London and Beyond: Essays 
in Honour of Derek Keene (Institute of Historical Research, London, 2012), 67-83; James A. Galloway, 'Coastal 
flooding and socioeconomic change in eastern England in the later middle ages', Environment and History, 19 
(2013), 173-207. 
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100,000 to about 40,000 by 1400: it did not begin to recover until the sixteenth century.5 
For the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries there has been a great deal of work on the 
periodic outbreaks of plague in London: both in terms of their impact on the population 
through detailed studies of mortality data and epidemiology, and in terms of the measures 
taken by the city government and institutions to mitigate the impact.6 Archaeological work 
has been increasingly important, especially through the analysis of skeletal remains of 
plague victims.7 Even so, there has been disproportionate attention on the 1665 outbreak of 
plague – partly because of its severity and partly because it occurred a year before a second 
disaster, the Fire of 1666. Like the Fire, the 1665 plague has been seen as a sort of dividing 
line in London’s history, though in this case perhaps for good reason as the city never 
suffered again from such a devastating outbreak of plague.8 But in general, the impact of 
epidemics on London is now very well studied. 
Conclusion 
While plague and epidemic disease in London has been studied across the centuries, the 
impact of fire and flooding generally has not. The relative success of London in withstanding 
disaster has perhaps meant that attention has focussed on particular examples, notably the 
Fire of 1666, often in conjunction with the plague of the previous year. This means that 
earlier fires have been largely ignored – though the evidence is not as good. Flooding is a 
topic that has begun to be studied from an environmental history point of view in recent 
years, and there is more work to be done here, especially to look at impact over the long 
term, even if the city itself was generally able to withstand it. Generally, and because 
London has generally been fairly resilient, there have been few publications which have 
looked disasters as a broad theme in its history.9 There is much, in particular, to be gained 
from situating discussions in the context of contemporary debates about cities and climate 
change, and thinking about how ideas of ‘resilience’ might be applied to earlier periods. 
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large-scale threats. This partly reflects the fact that London was never destroyed by water, 
although flooding was a constant threat (see below) and successful management of water 
was essential in order to preserve the city and sustain its population. In this sense, the 
emphasis is once again on London’s resilience – even though its water management was not 
as effective or technologically advanced as that of some other European cities. 
More recently, however, there has been a greater emphasis on the environmental impact of 
water and flooding on London. Particularly important has been the ‘London and the Tidal 
Thames’ research project (http://www.history.ac.uk/projects/research/tidal-thames) and 
the work of James Galloway. This has focussed on the Thames estuary from c.1300-c.1500, 
and has documented the impact of North Sea storm surges which affected the Low 
Countries as well as the east and south east of England in this period. This was an era of 
global cooling, and the studies by Galloway (and others working on the Low Countries) have 
situated their work within this broader context.3 The research project led to a conference 
which brought together the subjects of water management and disaster impact in London 
over a long period.4 London’s economic importance meant that even though the city itself 
was largely able to escape the effects of flooding, storm surges had an impact because of 
damage caused to fisheries and productive land in its immediate hinterland. In the built-up 
area, threats of flooding were constant and influenced building work along the foreshore as 
well as the importance given to maintaining London Bridge as the single crossing point of 
the Thames. 
3. Plague and mortality
By contrast, the impact of epidemic disease on London has been studied across the 
centuries of its history. For example, the impact of the plagues of 1348-9, when the whole 
of Europe was affected, have been studied in detail: the city’s population dropped from 80-
2 See for example Roberta Magnussen, ‘Public and private urban hydrology: water management in medieval 
London’, in S.A. Walton (ed.), Wind & water in the Middle Ages: fluid technologies from antiquity to the 
Renaissance (Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 322; Penn State medieval studies, 2) (Tempe (AZ): 
Arizona Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies, 2006), pp. 171-87; Mark Jenner, ‘From conduit 
community to commercial network? Water in London, 1500-1725’, in Paul Griffiths and Mark Jenner (eds.), 
Londinopolis : essays in the cultural and social history of early modern London (Manchester and New York: 
Manchester University Press, 2000), pp. 250-72; Derek Keene, ‘Issues of water in medieval London to c.1300’, 
Urban History, 28:2 (2001) 161-79; 
3 James A. Galloway and Jonathan S. Potts, 'Marine flooding in the Thames Estuary and tidal river c.1250-1450: 
impact and response', Area, 39 (2007), 370-9; James A. Galloway, 'Storm flooding, coastal defence and land 
use around the Thames estuary and tidal river c.1250-1450', Journal of Medieval History, 35:2 (June 2009), 
171-88; James A. Galloway, '"Tempests of weather and great abundance of water": the flooding of the Barking 
marshes in the later middle ages', in Matthew Davies and James A. Galloway (eds.), London and Beyond: Essays 
in Honour of Derek Keene (Institute of Historical Research, London, 2012), 67-83; James A. Galloway, 'Coastal 
flooding and socioeconomic change in eastern England in the later middle ages', Environment and History, 19 
(2013), 173-207. 
4 The papers were published in James A. Galloway (ed.) Tides and Floods: New Research on London and the 
Tidal Thames from the Middle Ages to the Twentieth Century (Centre for Metropolitan History, Working Papers 
Series No. 4, 2010), 15-27. 
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100,000 to about 40,000 by 1400: it did not begin to recover until the sixteenth century.5 
For the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries there has been a great deal of work on the 
periodic outbreaks of plague in London: both in terms of their impact on the population 
through detailed studies of mortality data and epidemiology, and in terms of the measures 
taken by the city government and institutions to mitigate the impact.6 Archaeological work 
has been increasingly important, especially through the analysis of skeletal remains of 
plague victims.7 Even so, there has been disproportionate attention on the 1665 outbreak of 
plague – partly because of its severity and partly because it occurred a year before a second 
disaster, the Fire of 1666. Like the Fire, the 1665 plague has been seen as a sort of dividing 
line in London’s history, though in this case perhaps for good reason as the city never 
suffered again from such a devastating outbreak of plague.8 But in general, the impact of 
epidemics on London is now very well studied. 
Conclusion 
While plague and epidemic disease in London has been studied across the centuries, the 
impact of fire and flooding generally has not. The relative success of London in withstanding 
disaster has perhaps meant that attention has focussed on particular examples, notably the 
Fire of 1666, often in conjunction with the plague of the previous year. This means that 
earlier fires have been largely ignored – though the evidence is not as good. Flooding is a 
topic that has begun to be studied from an environmental history point of view in recent 
years, and there is more work to be done here, especially to look at impact over the long 
term, even if the city itself was generally able to withstand it. Generally, and because 
London has generally been fairly resilient, there have been few publications which have 
looked disasters as a broad theme in its history.9 There is much, in particular, to be gained 
from situating discussions in the context of contemporary debates about cities and climate 
change, and thinking about how ideas of ‘resilience’ might be applied to earlier periods. 
 
                                                          
5 V. Harding, 'The population of London, 1550-1700: a review of the published evidence', London Journal 15 
(1990), 111-28.
6 J. Champion (ed.), Epidemic disease in London (Centre for Metropolitan History, Working Papers, 1) (London: 
Centre for Metropolitan History, Institute of Historical Research, University of London, 1993); P. Slack, 
Metropolitan government in crisis : the response to plague, in A.L. Beier and R. Finlay, Roger A. P. (eds.), 
London 1500-1700 : the making of the metropolis (London: Longman, 1986); N. Cummins, Morgan Kelly, 
Comac Ó Gráda, Living standards and plague in London, 1560-1665 (Dublin: UCD School of Economics, 2013);  
7 E.g. D. Antoine, The Archaeology of Plague, Medical History, supplement, 27 (2008) 101-14. 
8 See among many publications, V. Harding, ‘Between Plague and Fire’, History Today, 63:11 (2013) 41-42; A. 
Lloyd Moote and D. C. Moote, The great plague: the story of London's most deadly year (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 2004). 
9 A partial exception is J. Withington, Capital Disasters: how London has survived Fire, Flood, Disease, Riot and 
War (Stroud: Sutton, 2003), though it is a very broad survey of disasters of all kinds (and of all sizes) rather 
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である Elizabeth Zachariadou (ed. ), Natural Disasters in the Ottoman Empire, 
Rethymno, 1999.は、地震（14論文）、洪水（３論文）、飢饉など多様な自然災害について
検討しており特筆に値する。 
2 ここでは、とりあえず Sam A. White, ʻʻClimate Change and Crisis in Ottoman Turkey 
and the Balkans 1590-1710,’’ in Proceedings of Climate Change and the Middle East 
(on 22 Nov 2006 at İstanbul Teknik Üniversitesi), 391-409, 2006. , Sam A. White, The 
Climate of Rebellion in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire, New York, 2011. , Alan 
Mikhail, Nature and Empire in Ottoman Egypt: An Environmental History, New York, 
2011.を挙げておく。ただ、最近出版された Yaron Ayalon, Natural Disasters in the 
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き Nicholas Ambraseysによって 1990年代初頭に行われた。Ambraseysは、イラン、エジ
プト、アイスランド、中央アメリカなど世界各地の歴史地震についても広く研究を行ってき
た人物である。1509年のイスタンブル大地震については、おそらく史料の読解を共著者で
オスマン帝国史の研究者でもある Caroline Finkelに委ねるかたちで 1991年に論文を執筆
した5。この論文は、1509年のイスタンブル大地震についての初の本格的研究であると評価
できる。ただし、同論文で推定されたマグニチュードや地震による被害の状況については、





4 Zarif Orgun, “1509 (Hicri 915) senesinde İstanbulu baştanbaşa harab eden zelzelede 
şehri tamir için alınan tedbirler,” Arkitekt, 115-116, 1940, pp.164-167.（「1509（ヒジュ
ラ暦 915）年にイスタンブルを隅々まで破壊した地震において都市の再建のためにとられ
た諸対策」） 
5 N.N. Ambraseys and C. F. Finkel, “The Marmara Sea Earthquake of 1509,” TERRA 
MOTAE, no.2, 1991, pp.167-174.  
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ヨーロッパ人の旅行記や報告書などに記された最も大きな数値が採用される傾向があり、

















み合わせたこの先駆的研究は、まず 2001年にイスタンブル工科大学（Istanbul Technical 




                                                   
6 N.N. Ambraseys, “The Earthquake of 1509 in the Sea of Marmara, Turkey, 
Revisited,” Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, 91-6, 2001, pp.1397-1416. 
7 The Seismicity of Turkey and Adjacent Areas, A Historical Review, 1500-1800, 
Istanbul, 1995.および Orhan Sakin, Tarihsel Kaynaklara Göre İstanbul Depremleri, 
İstanbul, 2002.（『歴史的諸史料に見るイスタンブル地震』） 
8 澤井一彰、「1509年のイスタンブル大地震とその後の復興―「この世の終わり」と呼ば
れた大震災―」、『歴史学研究』No.898、pp.154-162、2012年、および Kazuaki Sawai, 





注目に値する。Lemi Akın, ‘’İlk Müstakil Deprem Kitabı: Risale-i Zelzele’’, Türk Dil ve 
Edebiyat Dergisi, no.44(44), pp.1-82, 2011.（「最初の独立した地震の書：リサーレ・イ・
ゼルゼレ」『トルコ言語・文学雑誌』） 
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と、1660 年の大火を除いて研究が少ない 17 世紀のイスタンブルにおける火災の実態につ
いて、同時代の一次史料にもとづいて可能な限りあきらかにしていく。その際、それぞれの
                                                   
実が議論されるべき議論―1660年大火はイスタンブルのイスラーム化に影響を及ぼしたの
か？―」） 
17 Abdülkadir Özcan, ʻʻİstanbul’un Eminönü Semti XVII. Yüzyılda mı İslamlaştırıldı?,’’ 























 ここまで、1453 年からおよそ 18 世紀後半に至る時期のイスタンブルにおける都市災害
を、大地震、水害そして火災に分けて概観してきた。これらのうち、もっとも研究が盛んに













と、1660 年の大火を除いて研究が少ない 17 世紀のイスタンブルにおける火災の実態につ
いて、同時代の一次史料にもとづいて可能な限りあきらかにしていく。その際、それぞれの
                                                   
実が議論されるべき議論―1660年大火はイスタンブルのイスラーム化に影響を及ぼしたの
か？―」） 
17 Abdülkadir Özcan, ʻʻİstanbul’un Eminönü Semti XVII. Yüzyılda mı İslamlaştırıldı?,’’ 









A Survey of Historical Research on Natural Disasters in Early Modern Istanbul 
 





The Ottoman Empire left a vast amount of historical archives such as over 150million written 
materials now held in The Ottoman Archives of Prime Minister’s Office in Istanbul. Such rich 
archives can be a potential source of studies that would help us understand the impacts of natural 
disasters in the Ottoman Empire. However, historical research into natural disasters in Ottoman 
Empire is very limited so far. The focus of existing studies of the Ottoman Empire by both Turkish 
and Western scholars has been placed on political history, economic and social history, agrarian 
system and local histories whilst they have rarely looked into environmental history and historical 
natural disasters until very recently.1  
 
Occurring of contemporary earthquakes often inspires historians to study historical earthquakes 
in Turkey, which is more or less the similar research trend seen amongst Japanese historians 
concerning natural disaster history. More recently some historians, especially those in the United 
States, of the Ottoman Empire have begun to specialize in environmental history and natural 
disaster history, which reflects the growing ecological interests at a global scale.2 
 
The aim of this essay is to introduce and survey the available literature on natural disasters in the 
Ottoman Empire and offer an outline of urban disasters in early modern Istanbul. 
 
1 Major earthquakes 
 
Anatolia, which makes up the majority of the Republic of Turkey, is one of the areas in the world 
that are most frequently hit by earthquakes, as is Japan. Istanbul, on the boarder of Thrace which is 
the eastern end of Europe and Asian Anatolia, has experienced numerous earthquakes throughout 
the history. However, except for some well-known chronicles that recorded the occurrence of large 
earthquakes, archival sources are limited to offer the insights of natural disasters during the 
Antiquity and the subsequent Byzantine Period when Istanbul was known as Constantinople. 
 
                                                
1 Notable exception is Elizabeth Zachariadou (ed. ), Natural Disasters in the Ottoman Empire, Rethymno, 1999. 
This is the proceedings of a symposium at the University of Crete, Greece, and contains 14 papers on earthquakes, 
3 papers on floods, and other types of natural disasters such as famine.  
2  See Sam A. White, ʻʻ	 Climate Change and Crisis in Ottoman Turkey and the Balkans 1590-1710,’’ in 
Proceedings of Climate Change and the Middle East (on 22 Nov 2006 at İstanbul Teknik Üniversitesi), 391-409, 
2006. , Sam A. White, The Climate of Rebellion in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire, New York, 2011. , Alan 
Mikhail, Nature and Empire in Ottoman Egypt: An Environmental History, New York, 2011. IN addition, the 
recent work by Yaron Ayalon (Natural Disasters in the Ottoman Empire, Cambridge, 2014.) mainly focuses on 
plagues in the Ottoman Empire. 
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On the contrary, there are more archival sources available for historians to understand the 
devastation of earthquakes after the conquest by the Ottomans in 1453.3 
The first earthquake in Istanbul under the Ottomans rule occurred in the summer of 1509, half a 
century after the conquest. It devastated the spirit of the citizens and the city’s resources at the time 
when Istanbul began to regenerate as the capital city of the Empire overcoming the aftermath of the 
conquest wars.  An Ottoman chronicle described this earthquake as ‘the Lesser Judgement Day’, 
suggesting how damaging it was to Istanbul. 
The first modern historical study of the 1509 earthquake appeared in 1940（Orgun 1940).4 This
study transcribed the contemporary Ottoman fiscal documents written in Arabic alphabet into Latin 
alphabet in modern Turkish. It introduced (to modern readers) information such as the amount of 
levies collected for the urban regeneration following the earthquake, the number and components of 
workers employed in construction, and the material and instruments for construction. The author 
acknowledged at the beginning of the article that he published this study in an architecture 
industry’s journal as he was urged by the earthquake that destroyed most of the city of Erzincan in 
eastern Anatolia on 27th December in 1939.  
A more systematic study of the 1509 earthquake in Istanbul was carried out by Nicholas 
Ambraseys, who can be described as an earthquake historian, in the early 1990s. His research has 
covered many historical earthquakes across the world including Iran, Egypt, Iceland and Central 
America. He published an article in 1991 on the 1509 earthquake with co-author Caroline Finkel, a 
historian of the Ottoman Empire to who he probably owed the reading of the original documents.5  
Although their article is the first systematic research of the 1509 earthquake, it largely relied on 
the exaggerated figures of the magnitude estimate and the devastation of the earthquake that were 
recorded in European traveler chronicles and reports. There was thus much room for material 
critique. 
In fact, Ambraseys himself published another single-authored article on the same topic in 2001 
which reassessed the earlier study. In this article, he changed his earlier view and argued that the 
devastation of the earthquake was very limited, without offering clear explanation why he changed 
his view.6 Another co-authored book by Ambraseys and Finkel on historical earthquakes in other 
3 ‘The early modern period’ in the history of the Ottoman Empire and European history often starts in 1453, the 
year of both the conquest of Constantinople and the end of the Hundred Years War between England and France. 
In this essay the early modern period also refers to the period between 1453 and 1839 when Tanzimat began. 
4 Zarif Orgun, “1509 (Hicri 915) senesinde İstanbulu baştanbaşa harab eden zelzelede şehri tamir için alınan 
tedbirler,” Arkitekt, 115-116, 1940, pp.164-167. 
5 N.N. Ambraseys and C. F. Finkel, “The Marmara Sea Earthquake of 1509,” TERRA MOTAE, no.2, 1991, 
pp.167-174.  
6 N.N. Ambraseys, “The Earthquake of 1509 in the Sea of Marmara, Turkey, Revisited,” Bulletin of the 
Seismological Society of America, 91-6, 2001, pp.1397-1416. 
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regions in Turkey, despite it being the subject of material critique, is considered as the seminal 
work on historical earthquakes in the Ottoman Empire, together with Sakin’s work in Turkish 
(Sakin 2002).7 
 
More recently I have critically reviewed Ambrasey’s work by drawing on Orgun’s transcriptions 
and introductions of the original material as well as other chronicles and archives.8 
 
As we have seen, the occurrence of contemporary earthquakes is often the source of imagination 
for historians to embark on studies of historical earthquakes in Turkey, as is the case of studies of 
the earthquake in 1766, the second most devastating earthquake in Istanbul after the 1509 disaster.9 
 
An architectural historian studied this earthquake after experiencing the devastation of the 
earthquake on 17th August in 1999, that killed over 20,000 people in Marmara (the epicentre was in 
western Anatolia). Using both archival sources and fieldwork method, Mazlum published her 
pioneering research firstly as the doctoral thesis to the Istanbul Technical University in 2001 and 
later as a monograph (Mazlum 2011).10  
 
There are some academic literature about the earthquake in 1894, another major earthquake that 
followed the 1766 earthquake, in modern Ottoman period (after the Tanzimat era). However, they 
are beyond the periodical scope of this essay as we focus on early modern period.11 
 
2 Floods as a result of combined flash flood and storm surge 
 
Little is known about historical flood damages in Istanbul, compared to our knowledge about 
major earthquakes that frequented the city every 150 years or about urban fires that we shall discuss 
later. However, Istanbul was occasionally devastated by floods and the damage was lasting, as 
described in ‘Major flood in 1563’ at the beginning of the late sixteenth century chronicle Tarih-i 
Selaniki. The flood not only submerged some quarters of the city under water and washed away 
many bridges and coastal buildings but also destroyed several aqueducts that were supplying fresh 
water to the city centre from the suburbs. This led to severe water shortage in Istanbul lasting for 
some years. 
                                                
7 The Seismicity of Turkey and Adjacent Areas, A Historical Review, 1500-1800, Istanbul, 1995.および Orhan 
Sakin, Tarihsel Kaynaklara Göre İstanbul Depremleri, İstanbul, 2002. 
8 Kazuaki Sawai ʻʻThe 1509 Istanbul Earthquake and Subsequent Recovery’’ Rekisigaku Kenkyū, No.898、
pp.154-162、2012 (in Japanese) and Kazuaki Sawai, ʻʻThe 1509 Istanbul Earthquake and Subsequent Recovery’’, 
Mediterranean World, no.22, pp.29-42, 2015. 
9 It is notable that major earthquakes occurred in 1556 and 1719 although they are not as known as the one in 
1509. The earthquake in 1719 led to the production of the earliest Ottoman book on earthquakes Risale-i Zelzele. 
Lemi Akın, ‘’İlk Müstakil Deprem Kitabı: Risale-i Zelzele’’, Türk Dil ve Edebiyat Dergisi, no.44, pp.1-82, 2011. 
10 Deniz Mazlum, 1766 İstanbul Depremi: Belgeler Işığında Yapı Onarımları, İstanbul, 2011. 
11 See Fatma Ürekli, İstanbul’da 1894 Depremi, İstanbul, 1999, which was probably inspired by the Marmara 
earthquake in 1999. The same author also studied the aid from the United States to Turkey for regeneration, see 




Obviously, Istanbul is not located on major river banks as many other major cities in the world 
are. As mentioned above, the city’s water supply relied on the aqueducts, since the Ancient Roman 
time, which brought fresh water to the city from the spring source, 50 km north of the city. It may 
sound strange that such a city with no river running through is subject to the flood damage. 
However, floods in Istanbul were not caused by overflowing of a river. Instead, the city’s floods 
were simultaneously caused by coastal storm surge and flash flood that was due to the prolonged 
heavy rain in the city which lies on land with elevation difference. 
  
For example, when the flood killed dozens of people and damaged many buildings and roads in 
September 2009, it was the similar type of flood that hit similar area of the city and occurred in 
similar time of the year with the flood in 1563. This suggests that certain type of natural disasters 
may repeat in certain areas under certain weather conditions given the geological conditions remain 
unchanged. My article in Japanese which examines the 2009 flood in relation with the 1563 flood is 
the historical study of the 2009 flood from historical point of view,12 although some metrological 
studies exist.13 
 
3 Urban fires 
 
Urban fires most frequently hit Istanbul amongst other urban disasters that Istanbul suffered in 
the past. For example, just a trawl through the Mühimme Registers (Mühimme Defterleri), which 
are transcriptions of the Ottoman edicts, finds eighteen urban fires of various sizes during a quarter 
of a century between 1564 and 1589. Despite that the city went through so many fires, academic 
literature on urban fires in Istanbul is very limited. 
 
Considering that other modern natural disasters have urged historians to research the historical 
examples, relative lack of literature on urban fires suggests the following. That is, Istanbul has been 
more or less free from major catastrophic fires since the twentieth century. 
 
Indeed, houses in some areas of Istanbul, such as the Europeans’ residential quarter in Galata, 
were already built with non-wood materials in the nineteenth century. In the twentieth century, 
increasingly modern houses were built using fire resistant material, thanks to wider use of concrete. 
As a result, buildings in Istanbul are significantly more fire resistant than before and the city no 
longer suffers from major urban fires that destroyed urban areas in the past. It is likely that the 
absence of contemporary risks related to urban fires in modern Istanbul delays the advancement of 
historical research of great fires in Istanbul. This is in contrast with the development of historical 
studies of earthquakes that were inspired, as we discussed, by contemporary earthquakes in the last 
                                                
12 Kazuaki Sawai, ʻʻThe deluge of Istanbul in 1563 : Flood without the big river’’, (in Japanese) Rekishi Hyōron, 
no.760、pp.20-34、2013. 
13 Ali Ümran Kömüşcü,Seyfullah Çelik, Abdullah Ceylan,ʻʻ8-12 Eylül 2009 Tarihlerinde Marmara Bölgesi’nde 




Most of the few existing studies on Istanbul’s urban fires have focused on the city’s great fire in 
1660. Even these studies are unfortunately inadequate in studying the fire’s impacts and devastation, 
or the urban regeneration process. Instead, the pioneering work by Marc David Bear on the great 
fire has caused a series of criticism from Turkish historians on his use of Istanbul’s ‘Islamization’.14  
 
Bear has argued that, as part of the post-fire regeneration process, the Ottoman authority moved 
the Jewish residential quarter from the city’s central Eminönü area to the suburbs which turned, as a 
result, Eminönü into an Islamized area in the late 17th century. Kenan Yıldiz on the other hand 
criticizes Bear’s arguments firstly in his doctoral thesis15 and later in the journal article16. 
Abdülkadir Özcan who has published many works on the Ottoman Empire also criticizes Bear by 
pointing out many errors in Bear’s article17. Yıldız and Özcan’s criticism mainly concerns two 
issues. First, the great fire of 1660 cannot be considered as the beginning of political Islamization of 
Istanbul because the city had already been recognized as an Islamic capital before 1660. Second, the 
relocation of the Jewish quarter from Eminönü during the urban regeneration process was legitimate 
and its financial compensation was adequate. 
 
The debate over the post-fire Islamization of Istanbul has remained divided between two 
contrasting views on how to interpret the relocation of the Jewish quarter from Eminönü to the 
suburb during the post-1660 urban regeneration. However, considering our knowledge of urban 
fires in Ottoman Istanbul is very limited, there is an urgent need for building empirical data of the 




This essay has surveyed the literature on historical urban disasters in Istanbul in three fields, 
earthquakes, floods and fires. Studies on earthquakes are relatively richer than others, although the 
current literature is largely confined to the earthquakes in 1509 and 1766. However, as the case of 
the earthquake in 1719 and the production of the Risale-i Zelzele shows (see footnote 9), further 
research into the devastation and regenerations of historical earthquakes may lead to the discovery 
of more historical major earthquakes that are currently unknown to us.  
 
As we discussed, almost no literature of historical floods exists while other urban fires than the 
one in 1660 remain largely under-researched. This leads us to conclude that historical research of 
                                                
14 Marc David Bear, ʻʻThe Great Fire of 1660 and the Islamization of Christian and Jewish Space in Istanbul,’’ 
International Journal of Middle East Studies, no. 36, 2004, pp.159-181. 
15 Kenan Yıldız, ʻʻ1660 İstanbul Yangınının Sosyo-Economik Tahlili,’’ Dotora tezi, Marmara Üniversitesi. 
İstanbul, 2012. 
16 Kenan Yıldız, ʻʻDoğruluğu Tartışmalı Bir Tartışma: 1660 Yangını İstanbul'un İslâmlaşmasına Etki Etti mi?’’, 
Osmanlı İstanbulu I, İstanbul, 2014, pp. 197-242 
17 Abdülkadir Özcan, ʻʻİstanbul’un Eminönü Semti XVII. Yüzyılda mı İslamlaştırıldı?’’, Osmanlı Araştırmaları, 
no. 37, 2011, pp.206-213. 
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natural disasters in Istanbul is overwhelmingly lagging despite the city’s prominent role as the 
capital of the Ottoman Empire for 470 years from its conquest in 1453 to the empire’s fall in 1922. 
It also reflects the delays in historical studies of natural disasters in the Ottoman Empire as a whole 
despite the fact the Empire’s territory stretched over three continents for more than 600 years. 
 
I am intending to fill the gap in the above historiography by studying primary sources of 
Istanbul’s urban fires in the 16th century on which no research has been done and other urban fires 
in the 17th century than the great fire of 1660. I will pay particular attention to not only the size of 
fires and the devastation levels but also to other issues. These include the supply of charcoals and 
firewood which were often blame for many urban fires, and the supply mechanism of timbers that 
were essential for the urban regeneration. In sum, the study of urban disasters in Istanbul should 
combine the perspectives from history of natural disasters, urban history and economic and social 
history. 
97
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清代北京の消防組織	 
	 Fire	 Brigades	 of	 Beijing	 in	 the	 Qing	 Dynasty	 	 
	 
北九州市立大学  堀地	 明 












  1  清代北京の自然災害 
  北京は華北平原に位置し、夏は高温であるが、冬は寒冷で非常に乾燥し、年間降水量は






C hart	 №	 1	 	 D isaster	 Statistical	 Table	 of	 	 B eijing	 	 1644-1911（清代北京の災害統計表）	 
年	 	 	 	 	 	 号 期間 年数 水害 旱害 雹雪害 地震 蝗害 疫病
Era	 N am e Flood D rought 	 H all	 Snow Earthquake Locust Epidem ic
順治	 Shunzhi	 1664-1661 18 10 7 9 8 2 6
康熙	 Kangxi 1662-1722 61 13 33 3 18 5 2
雍正	 Yongzheng 1723-1735 13 3 5 1 3 1 1
乾隆	 Q ianlong 1736-1795 60 30 35 14 2 11 0
嘉慶	 Jiaqing 1796-1820 25 14 17 7 0 2 1
道光	 Daoguan 1821-1850 30 14 17 8 1 4 3
咸豊	 Xianfeng 1851-1861 11 5 9 2 2 4 0
同治	 Tongzhi 1862-1874 13 8 11 6 1 1 3
光緒	 Guangxu 1875-1908 34 29 25 10 4 3 2
宣統	 Xuantong 1909-1911 3 3 2 0 0 0 0




に最も発生している。雹雪害・地震・蝗害は平均して 8～9 年間に 1 回の発生であり、これ




しているのは、1875-1908 年であり、34 年に 29 回の発生を数えることができる。地震の発
生は 268 年間で 39 回と少ない。1 年間に旱害と蝗害が発生するというように、1 年間で複
数の自然災害が発生することが多く、1 種類の自然災害のみが単発的に発生する年は少な
い。また、自然災害が発生した翌年に、疫病と飢饉が発生する場合も多い。
自然災害の被害が重い順に ABC の 3 ランクに分け、被災規模が大きい水害と旱害を列
挙する。水害に関しては、A ランクは 1653 年・1668 年・1801 年・1890 年・1893 年の 5
回である。B ランクは 30 回を数えることができる。旱害の A ランクは 1689 年・1832 年・
1867 年・1875 年の 4 回である。B ランクの旱害は 70 回発生している。（Yin Junke,Yｕ 
Deyuan,Wu Wentao[1997]）。 






  2  16 世紀後半の防火施設と消防組織――福建福州を事例として――












































  3  清代における民間消防団の成立	 




活動を展開した。消火ポンプは 16 世紀に西洋から導入された。1674 年に天津の塩商が設
立した消防団が最初の民間消防団である。これ以後、天津では地方政府の支援も加わり、












  4  清代北京の消防組織	 
（1）今堀誠二の水民間消防団（水会）調査研究	 
100
- 4 -	 
今堀誠二［1947］は、1943 年の北平（北京）における民間消防団の実地調査に基づく非
常に貴重な研究である。今堀によると、1845 年頃より 1910 年代までに、主として外城に 2






































消防団は保安であり、1898 年まで 19 団体が結成され（№1-19）、成立年代が不明な 5 団
101













安平(№15)の 7 つが自警団を兼任している。 
 
C hart	 №2	 	 	 Ｌｉｓｔ	 ｏｆ	 	 Ｆｉｒｅ	 Brigades	 	 北京の水会一覧	 
No Place Vigilante	 G roup
1 Bao'an	 保安 1845 道光25年 打磨廠 ✓
2 G ongyi 公議 1849 道光28年7月 長巷下二巷高廟 ✓
3 Tongyi 同義 1853 咸豊3年 三里河橋東広仁堂 ✓
4 Yushan 與善 1857 咸豊7年7月 騾馬市大街 ✓
5 C hongdong 崇東	 1860 咸豊10年設 崇文門外花児市大街火神廟
6 Tongren 同仁 1861 咸豊111年 広安門内牛街口外広安寺、菜市口
7 Zhiping 治平 1863 同治元年12月 正陽門外東月牆、観音寺 ✓
8 G ongyi 公義 1864 咸豊3年 煤市街、鮮魚口
9 Pushan 普善 1869 同治8年2月 新開路
10 Tongxin 同心 1872 同治11年12月 宣武門外菜市口
11 Kanji 坎済 1873 同治12年 朝陽門外大街馬公庵、虎坊橋
12 C hengshan 成善 1874 同治13年12月 保安字街関帝廟内 ✓
13 Tongshan 同善 1874 （同治13年正月） 同治13年正月に王広福斜街に転居
14 Zishan 資善 1877 光緒3年10月 広安門内大街
15 Anping 安平 1878 光緒4年 廠甸 ✓
16 Puyi 普義 1867 （同治6年） 阜成門外
17 Yongji 永済 1890 光緒16年 総局が東四牌楼、北局が安定門内、南局が西堂子胡同
18 Yishan 義善 1891 光緒17年 前門外大柵欄
19 Sanshan 三善 1896 光緒22年2月 甘井胡同
20 Xi'an 西安 西四牌楼小占壙寺
21 Tongan 同安 方磚廠、地安門外
22 Jinshan 錦善 錦什坊街
23 Xiangshan 祥善 郎房頭条
24 Tongren 同仁西局 彰儀門(西直門)
	 	 N am e O rganization	 Year
 
 	 
  地図は消防団の所在地を示したものである。その空間分布の特徴は、17 が外城に所在し、














した。永済は 1900 年の義和団事件で壊滅したが、1902 年に再建された。永済の構成員は
内城東部街区約 600メートル四方内の商店であり、各商店は毎月銀 2両の醵金を提供した。




  永済は事務を担当する書記 1 名を毎月 6 両で雇用し、昼夜常駐させた。理事は毎日輪番
で出勤し、主に会計事務を担当した。書記は防火器具の保管保全を担当し、理事の業務を
補佐した。各理事は 2 名の消防夫を出す義務があり、商店の雇用人が消防夫に充当し、そ
の人数は 120 人であった。水会の主な消火器具は、ポンプ 6 台、運水車 2 輌、梯子 1 台、










889 年 1 月、紫禁城内で火災が発生し、火は官僚と軍隊による消火活動で鎮火した。15 の
消防団も紫禁城内に入って消火活動を行い、清朝は消防団に賞銀 10,000 両を下賜した。ま
た、皇帝は 15 の消防団の理事長に官位を与えた。1889 年 9 月、消防団は落雷による天壇
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   Fire	   Brigades	   in	   Beijing	   in	   the	   Qing	   Dynasty	   	  
	  
HORICHI,Akira	  
Translated	   by	   Hikashi	   Kuboyama	  
	  
Introduction	  
The	   development	   of	   commodity	   production	   in	   sixteenth-­‐century	   China	   accelerated	   the
	   pace	   of	   urbanisation,	   with	   cities	   accumulating	   more	   and	   more	   population	   and	   wealth.	  
Unlike	   the	   rural	   society,	   cities	   posed	   to	   their	   dwellers	   unique	   issues	   and	   problems	   of	  
more	   public	   nature	   which	   require	   wider,	   collaborative	   effort	   to	   resolve.	   It	   was	   the	   stat
e	   and	   the	   citizen	   who	   needed	   to	   make	   such	   collaborative	   effort	   to	   tackle	   urban	   proble
ms.	   One	   of	   the	   most	   serious	   problems	   in	   the	   urban	   society	   was	   fire	   as	   it	   destroyed	   p
eople’s	   lives,	   fortune	   and	   property.	   In	   considering	   the	   history	   of	   urban	   disasters,	   theref
ore,	   it	   is	   of	   vital	   importance	   to	   look	   at	   how	   people	   dealt	   with	   and	   managed	   fire.	   This
	   paper	   examines	   fire	   brigades	   of	   Beijing	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty,	   with	   particularly	   reference
	   to	   cases	   in	   the	   late	   sixteenth	   century.	   In	   the	   first	   section	   below,	   it	   provides	   an	   overvi
ew	   of	   natural	   disasters	   in	   Beijing	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty.	  
	  
1. Natural	   disasters	   in	   Beijing	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty	   	  
Beijing	   lies	   in	   the	   North	   China	   Plain,	   where	   it	   is	   hot	   in	   summer	   and	   dry	   and	   cold	   in	   w
inter,	   with	   the	   average	   rainfall	   530	   millimetres	   per	   year	   and	   the	   average	   humidity	   54	   p
er	   cent.	   By	   comparison,	   London’s	   annual	   average	   rainfall	   is	   600	   millimetres,	   while	   that	  
of	   Tokyo	   is	   1,530	   millimetres.	   The	   table	   below,	   based	   on	   Yin	   junke,	   Yu	   Deyuan,	   We	   W
entao	   [1997]1,	   shows	   known	   cases	   of	   natural	   disasters	   in	   Beijing	   in	   the	   268	   years	   of	   th
e	   Qing	   dynasty.	   	   	  
 
 
                                                        
1 Yin	   junke,	   Yu	   Deyuan,	   We	   Wentao	   [1997]	   is	   a	   history	   of	   natural	   disasters	   in	   Beijing	   a
nd	   its	   surrounding	   regions	   from	   the	   Wester	   Han	   to	   the	   Qing	   dynasties.	   It	   examines	   a	   v
ast	   amount	   of	   primary	   sources	   on	   natural	   disasters	   and	   provides	   a	   catalogue	   of	   flood,	  
draught	   and	   earthquake.	    
C hart	 №	 1	 	 D isaster	 Statistical	 Table	 of	 	 B eijing	 	 1644-1911（清代北京の災害統計表）	 
年	 	 	 	 	 	 号 期間 年数 水害 旱害 雹雪害 地震 蝗害 疫病
Era	 N am e Flood D rought 	 H all	 Snow Earthquake Locust Epidem ic
順治	 Shunzhi	 1664-1661 18 10 7 9 8 2 6
康熙	 Kangxi 1662-1722 61 13 33 3 18 5 2
雍正	 Yongzheng 1723-1735 13 3 5 1 3 1 1
乾隆	 Q ianlong 1736-1795 60 30 35 14 2 11 0
嘉慶	 Jiaqing 1796-1820 25 14 17 7 0 2 1
道光	 Daoguan 1821-1850 30 14 17 8 1 4 3
咸豊	 Xianfeng 1851-1861 11 5 9 2 2 4 0
同治	 Tongzhi 1862-1874 13 8 11 6 1 1 3
光緒	 Guangxu 1875-1908 34 29 25 10 4 3 2
宣統	 Xuantong 1909-1911 3 3 2 0 0 0 0
合計	 Total 268 129 161 60 39 33 18
105
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There	   were	   many	   cases	   of	   floods	   and	   droughts	   in	   Beijing	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty.	   They	   occu
rred	   throughout	   the	   year,	   with	   a	   cycle	   of	   winter	   floods	   and	   summer	   droughts.	   The	   perio
d	   between	   1662	   and	   1772	   saw	   most	   droughts.	   Hail	   snows,	   earthquakes	   and	   locusts	   happ
ened	   eight	   or	   nine	   times	   a	   year	   on	   average,	   but	   their	   frequency	   was	   lower	   than	   floods	   a
nd	   droughts.	   The	   period	   from	   the	   late	   seventeenth	   to	   the	   eighteenth	   centuries	   experienc
e	   around	   85	   per	   cent	   of	   earthquakes.	   Hail	   snow	   was	   the	   third	   most	   frequent	   disaster	   du
e	   to	   the	   region’s	   cold	   weather.	   Floods	   occurred	   most	   between	   1875	   and	   1908,	   with	   29	   c
ases	   in	   34	   years.	   There	   were	   relatively	   smaller	   cases	   of	   earthquakes,	   with	   39	   in	   268	   year
s. In	   the	   whole	   period,	   there	   were	   usually	   more	   than	   one	   type	   of	   disaster	   a	   year,	   and	   it
was	   very	   rare	   that	   only	   one	   type	   of	   disaster	   happened	   in	   a	   year.	   Epidemics	   and	   famine
tended	   to	   occur	   after	   natural	   disasters.	   	  
Floods	   and	   droughts	   are	   divided	   into	   three	   categories	   of	   A,	   B	   and	   C	   according	   to	   the	   ser
iousness	   of	   the	   damage	   they	   caused,	   with	   A	   the	   most	   serious	   and	   C	   the	   least.	   A-­‐ranked	  
floods	   happened	   five	   times	   –	   in	   1653,	   1668,	   1801,	   1890	   and	   1893,	   whilst	   B-­‐ranked	   floods
occurred	   thirty	   times.	   There	   were	   four	   A-­‐ranked	   droughts	   in	   1689,	   1832,	   1867	   and	   1875.
B-­‐ranked	   droughts	   happened	   seventy	   times	   (Yin	   Junke,Yu	   Deyuan,Wu	   Wentao[1997]).	   	  
There	   have	   not	   been	   many	   historical	   studies	   of	   natural	   disasters	   in	   Beijing,	   with	   only	   sev
eral	   articles	   on	   the	   great	   earthquake	   in	   1679	   and	   the	   large-­‐scale	   flood	   in	   1801.	   Even	   tho
ugh	   historians	   have	   examined	   fire	   and	   fire	   management	   in	   the	   Forbidden	   City,	   it	   was	   the
	   imperial	   residence	   that	   was	   completely	   cut	   out	   from	   the	   Beijing	   urban	   society	   where	   or
dinary	   citizens	   lived.	   There	   is	   no	   study	   on	   Beijing’s	   fire,	   particularly	   ones	   that	   look	   into	   h
ow	   a	   large-­‐scale	   fire	   started.	   There	   is	   no	   study	   on	   its	   fire	   management	   organization	   eithe
r. Therefore	   it	   is	   necessary	   to	   examine	   what	   kind	   of	   primary	   sources	   are	   available	   on	   Bei
jing’s	   fire	   and	   fire	   management	   organization	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty.	  
2. Fire	   management	   facility	   and	   organization	   –	   the	   case	   of	   Fuzhou	   City	   Fujian
(1) Fire	   management	   facility	  
In	   the	   sixteenth-­‐century	   Chinese	   city,	   fire	   was	   mainly	   extinguished	   by	   destroying	   buildings
that	   set	   alight.	   In	   Nan’an	   City	   Jiangxi,	   which	   was	   in	   the	   inland	   area	   of	   South	   East	   China,
	   water	   was	   stored	   in	   each	   household	   and	   used	   to	   put	   out	   a	   fire.	   If	   the	   wind	   was	   too	   st
rong	   and	   water	   was	   not	   effective,	   buildings	   and	   houses	   were	   destroyed	   to	   prevent	   the	   fi
re	   from	   spreading.	   However,	   neighbours	   of	   buildings	   that	   set	   alight	   sometimes	   refused	   to
cooperate	   and	   to	   destroy	   their	   own	   houses,	   eventually	   helping	   the	   spread	   of	   fire.	   In	   ear
ly	   seventeenth-­‐century	   Hangzhou,	   where	   numerous	   fires	   took	   place,	   the	   situation	   was	   quit
e	   similar.	   Due	   to	   the	   lack	   of	   cooperation	   from	   neighbours,	   people	   failed	   to	   stop	   the	   spre
ad	   of	   fire.	   In	   the	   late	   sixteenth	   and	   early	   seventeenth	   centuries,	   the	   normal	   manner	   of	   fi
re	   management	   was	   thus	   to	   stop	   fire	   from	   spreading	   by	   destroying	   buildings	   and	   houses,
	   but	   it	   failed	   to	   produce	   the	   desired	   effect	   and,	   rather,	   the	   lack	   of	   neighbour	   cooperatio
n	   actually	   helped	   the	   spread	   of	   fire.	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The	   state	   built	   Lengpu,	   which	   was	   a	   fire	   watch	   house	   used	   as	   a	   fire	   management	   facility.
	   In	   Fuzhou,	   Lengpu	   stored	   tools	   used	   to	   extinguish	   fire	   by	   destroying	   buildings	   such	   as	   ir
on	   hooks	   and	   thick	   ropes.	   A	   water	   tank	   was	   set	   up	   in	   every	   ten	   houses	   too.	   The	   fire	   w
atch	   house	   was	   used	   not	   only	   to	   store	   tools	   to	   extinguish	   fire,	   but	   also	   used	   as	   a	   place
	   where	   people	   kept	   watch	   and	   also	   as	   a	   base	   for	   patrolling	   to	   keep	   the	   peace.	   However,
	   fire	   extinguishing	   tools	   and	   water	   were	   not	   maintained	   well,	   and	   fire	   management	   was	  
not	   properly	   working.	   As	   other	   fire	   management	   facilities,	   walls	   and	   alleyways	   were	   estab
lished	   with	   a	   view	   to	   preventing	   the	   spread	   of	   fire.	   In	   the	   late	   sixteenth	   century,	   such	   w
alls	   and	   alleyways	   existed	   in	   Beijing,	   Fujian,	   Jiangxi,	   Guangdong	   and	   Guangxi.	   Local	   magist
rates	   led	   the	   construction	   of	   these	   walls,	   whilst	   city	   dwellers	   cooperated	   by	   selling	   land	   f
or	   erecting	   these	   walls.	   	  
	  
(2) Fire	   management	   organisation	   and	   strengthening	   fire	   prevention	   measures	  
Fuzhou	   in	   the	   southern	   coastal	   area	   had	   two	   fire	   management	   organisations	   and	   one	   of	  
them	   was	   a	   group	   of	   firemen.	   These	   firemen	   stayed	   in	   a	   fire	   watch	   house	   in	   rotation	   an
d	   walked	   around	   the	   city	   with	   wooden	   clappers	   and	   bells	   to	   raise	   people’s	   attention	   to	   f
ire	   prevention.	   Upon	   finding	   a	   fire,	   they	   helped	   local	   magistrates	   to	   extinguish	   it.	   To	   be	  
a	   fireman	   is	   a	   duty	   forced	   by	   the	   local	   government	   upon	   the	   poor,	   and	   in	   that	   sense	   it	  
was	   not	   a	   voluntary	   organisation.	   Firemen	   were	   not	   supplied	   with	   any	   fire	   extinguishing	   t
ools,	   and	   without	   any	   tools,	   they	   were	   usually	   unable	   to	   put	   out	   a	   fire	   themselves	   even	  
when	   they	   were	   summoned	   by	   civil	   servants	   to	   assist	   them.	   The	   second	   of	   such	   fire	   man
agement	   organisation	   was	   a	   troop	   in	   the	   government	   army	   whose	   role	   was	   to	   extinguish
	   fire.	   The	   army	   in	   Fuzhou	   had	   a	   fire	   brigade	   (houjun),	   and	   they	   were	   specifically	   in	   charg
e	   of	   patrolling	   the	   city	   and	   fire	   prevention.	   The	   brigade	   consisted	   of	   150	   soldiers	   and	   de
stroyed	   buildings	   and	   houses	   to	   prevent	   the	   spread	   of	   fire.	   However,	   from	   the	   sixteenth	  
century	   onwards,	   the	   brigade’s	   discipline	   declined,	   with	   its	   soldiers	   stopping	   their	   fire	   pre
vention	   activities	   and	   even	   some	   of	   them	   indulging	   in	   looting.	   	  
	  
In	   Fuzhou,	   as	   has	   been	   described,	   fire	   management	   and	   prevention	   organisations	   run	   by	   t
he	   government	   became	   so	   ineffective	   that	   the	   local	   magistrate	   undertook	   a	   reform	   of	   th
ese	   organisations	   in	   1577-­‐8.	   Firstly,	   the	   reform	   improved	   the	   functioning	   of	   fire	   preventio
n	   water	   and	   fire	   watch	   houses.	   Secondly,	   it	   made	   the	   fire	   brigade	   and	   firemen	   better	   or
ganised	   and	   managed	   so	   the	   fire	   brigade	   put	   firemen	   under	   command	   to	   extinguish	   fire,	  
whilst	   looting	   was	   strictly	   prohibited.	   Thirdly,	   the	   reform	   introduced	   measures	   to	   help	   tho
se	   who	   suffered	   from	   fire.	   As	   has	   been	   discussed,	   one	   of	   the	   reasons	   why	   fire	   preventio
n	   was	   ineffective	   was	   the	   lack	   of	   cooperation	   by	   neighbours.	   In	   order	   to	   prevent	   the	   spr
ead	   of	   fire,	   buildings	   and	   houses	   needed	   to	   be	   destroyed,	   but	   the	   loss	   caused	   by	   fire	   pr
evention	   needed	   to	   be	   compensated.	   The	   reform	   decided	   that	   the	   local	   government	   give	  
compensation	   money	   to	   those	   whose	   houses	   were	   destroyed	   in	   fire	   prevention	   activities.	  
The	   sum	   of	   compensation	   was	   calculated	   according	   to	   the	   wealth	   of	   victims	   (HORICHI,	   Ak
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ira	   [1995]).	   	  
The	   government’s	   reform	   in	   1577-­‐8	   resulted	   in	   improving	   the	   functioning	   of	   the	   fire	   briga
de	   and	   also	   in	   introducing	   measures	   to	   help	   victims	   of	   fire.	   In	   this	   case,	   the	   reform	   was
	   entirely	   led	   by	   the	   state	   and	   there	   was	   no	   involvement	   of	   the	   local	   civic	   society	   at	   all.	  
The	   next	   section	   looks	   at	   how	   this	   state-­‐led	   fire	   prevention	   in	   the	   late	   sixteenth	   century	  
changed	   throughout	   the	   Qing	   dynasty.	   	  
	  
3. The	   establishment	   of	   civic	   fire	   brigade	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty	   	  
The	   public	   fire	   management	   organisations	   set	   up	   by	   the	   state	   in	   the	   late	   sixteenth	   centur
y	   still	   existed	   in	   the	   early	   seventeenth	   century	   when	   the	   Qing	   dynasty	   which	   conquered	  
China.	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   the	   Qing	   dynasty	   witnessed	   the	   emergence	   of	   civic	   fire	   manag
ement	   organisation.	   The	   transition	   of	   fire	   management	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty	   has	   been	   exa
mined	   by	   Ko	   Takashima	   (TAKASHIMA,	   Ko	   [1997]).	   	  
	  
The	   civic	   fire	   brigade	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty,	   equipped	   with	   fire	   extinguishing	   pumps	   which	  
were	   introduced	   from	   Europe	   in	   the	   sixteenth	   century,	   put	   out	   fires	   by	   using	   water.	   The	  
first	   civic	   fire	   brigade	   was	   established	   in	   1674	   by	   salt	   merchants	   in	   Tianjin.	   Thereafter,	   wi
th	   the	   assistance	   of	   the	   local	   government,	   the	   number	   of	   civic	   fire	   brigade	   increased,	   up
	   to	   20	   in	   the	   early	   eighteenth	   century,	   30	   in	   the	   mid-­‐nineteenth	   century	   and	   then	   to	   ar
ound	   70	   in	   1911.	   In	   Tianjin,	   civic	   fire	   brigades	   were	   established	   in	   the	   suburban	   areas	   an
d	   then	   later	   introduced	   into	   the	   city’s	   commercial	   district.	   In	   Shanghai,	   there	   were	   also	  
many	   civic	   fire	   brigades,	   but	   in	   1908	   they	   formed	   a	   fire	   brigade	   association	   which	   brough
t	   all	   the	   brigades	   under	   one	   roof.	  
	  
The	   civic	   fire	   brigade	   was	   established	   by	   civil	   servants	   and	   merchants	   and	   run	   and	   manag
ed	   by	   president	   and	   director.	   The	   director	   led	   firemen	   who	   used	   fire	   extinguishing	   pumps.
	   Since	   they	   no	   longer	   had	   to	   destroy	   houses,	   the	   brigade	   became	   a	   smaller	   and	   more	   ef
fective	   body,	   getting	   rid	   of	   peace-­‐keeping	   function	   and	   focusing	   solely	   on	   fire	   extinguishin
g	   activities.	   However	   water	   pumps	   were	   not	   very	   effective	   yet,	   sometimes	   even	   slowing	   d
own	   fire	   extinguishing	   operation.	   Therefore	   fire	   management	   by	   destroying	   buildings	   and	  
houses	   was	   still	   in	   use	   in	   the	   later	   Qing	   period.	   Takashima	   argues	   that	   civic	   fire	   brigade	  
focused	   its	   activities	   on	   fire	   extinguishing,	   but	   I	   disagree	   with	   him.	   From	   now,	   I	   examine	  
the	   activities	   of	   civic	   fire	   brigades	   in	   Beijing,	   including	   their	   function	   as	   a	   peace-­‐keeping	  
body.	   	  
	  
4. Fire	   management	   organisations	   in	   Beijing	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty	  
(1) IMAHORI	   Seiji’s	   study	   on	   civic	   fire	   brigades	   (Shui	   hui)	  
IMAHORI	   Seiji	   [1947]	   is	   a	   significant	   study	   on	   civic	   fire	   brigade	   in	   Beiping	   (Beijing)	   based	  
on	   extensive	   field	   work.	   It	   shows	   that,	   from	   around	   1845	   to	   the	   1910s,	   more	   than	   25	   fir
e	   brigades	   were	   established	   in	   the	   Outer	   City,	   and	   in	   1943	   there	   were	   around	   16	   of	   the
m.	   They	   were	   established	   in	   each	   district	   by	   citizens	   who	   aimed	   to	   keep	   the	   peace	   in	   th
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e	   city	   where	   public	   safety	   was	   getting	   worse	   in	   the	   aftermath	   of	   the	   Second	   Opium	   War.
	   Fire	   brigades	   were	   a	   civic	   organisation	   led	   by	   wealthy	   merchants	   and	   joined	   by	   ordinary
	   citizens,	   and	   their	   activities	   included	   not	   only	   fire	   prevention	   but	   also	   vigilantism	   and	   ch
arity	   works.	   In	   particular,	   fire	   prevention	   was	   the	   core	   activity	   of	   fire	   brigades,	   and	   they	  
were	   equipped	   with	   fire	   extinguishing	   tools	   such	   as	   water	   pumps.	   They	   consisted	   of	   one	  
or	   two	   chiefs	   and	   from	   ten	   to	   50	   firemen.	   The	   chief	   was	   employed	   by	   the	   fire	   brigade,	   i
n	   charge	   of	   maintaining	   tools,	   preventing	   fires	   and	   leading	   fire	   extinguishing	   activities.	   Ma
ny	   of	   firemen	   were	   smaller	   merchants	   who	   were	   members	   of	   the	   fire	   brigade.	   No	   trainin
g	   was	   provided	   by	   the	   brigade,	   and	   firemen	   received	   some	   amount	   of	   money	   when	   ther
e	   were	   engaged	   in	   fire	   extinguishing.	   The	   fire	   brigades’	   activities	   transcended	   the	   district	  
boundaries	   due	   to	   their	   noble	   and	   heroic	   nature.	   Although	   participation	   in	   fire	   extinguishi
ng	   activities	   was	   regarded	   as	   a	   duty	   of	   firemen,	   they	   in	   fact	   acted	   on	   a	   almost	   voluntary
	   basis	   and	   therefore	   the	   brigade’s	   ability	   to	   extinguishing	   fires	   was	   not	   particularly	   great.
	   	  
The	   most	   remarkable	   historiographical	   contribution	   Imahori	   made	   was	   the	   quality	   of	   his	   r
esearch.	   He	   spoke	   to	   fire	   brigades	   himself,	   collecting	   a	   vast	   amount	   of	   inscriptions	   and	   u
ndertaking	   numerous	   interviews	   of	   firemen.	   These	   serve	   as	   first-­‐class	   primary	   sources	   on	  
fire	   brigades’	   history.	   However,	   Imahori’s	   study	   has	   not	   been	   known	   to	   historians	   in	   Chin
a	   at	   all.	   It	   is	   therefore	   vitally	   important	   for	   historians	   of	   our	   generation	   to	   re-­‐examine	   I
mahori’s	   sources	   and	   utilise	   evidence	   which	   was	   not	   available	   to	   him,	   particularly	   evidenc
e	   before	   the	   mid-­‐nineteenth	   century,	   and	   then	   undertake	   research	   on	   fire	   brigades	   in	   Bei
jing	   in	   a	   more	   comprehensive	   manner.	  
	  
(2) Fire	   and	   fire	   extinguishing	   activity	   in	   Beijing	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty	  
Beijing	   in	   the	   Qing	   dynasty	   consisted	   of	   three	   different	   areas	   –	   the	   Forbidden	   City,	   the	   I
nner	   City	   and	   the	   Outer	   City	   –	   and	   the	   nature	   of	   public	   fire	   management	   differed	   in	   the
se	   areas.	   In	   the	   Inner	   City,	   which	   was	   the	   northern	   part	   of	   Beijing,	   the	   Eight	   Banners	   Ar
my,	   mainly	   consisting	   of	   Manchurians,	   surrounded	   and	   protected	   the	   Forbidden	   City.	   In	   th
e	   Outer	   City,	   which	   was	   Beijing’s	   southern	   part,	   the	   majority	   of	   the	   local	   population	   was
	   Han	   Chinese.	   In	   1882,	   the	   population	   in	   the	   Inner	   City	   was	   480,000,	   whilst	   300,000	   peo
ple	   lived	   in	   the	   Outer	   City.	   	  
In	   the	   1640s,	   a	   unit	   of	   fire	   extinguishers	   (Baqi	   Huoban)	   was	   established	   in	   the	   Forbidden
	   City,	   and	   it	   was	   in	   charge	   of	   fire	   prevention	   activities	   there.	   In	   1730,	   each	   of	   the	   Eight	  
Banners	   Army	   was	   allocated	   an	   area	   inside	   the	   Forbidden	   City	   and	   took	   charge	   of	   fire	   pr
evention	   in	   that	   area.	   In	   the	   Outer	   City,	   the	   local	   magistrate	   who	   was	   to	   keep	   the	   peace
	   became	   responsible	   for	   fire	   prevention	   and	   led	   firemen	   in	   extinguishing	   fires.	   Citizens	   se
rved	   as	   firemen	   as	   part	   of	   their	   labour	   duty,	   and	   therefore	   this	   fire	   brigade	   was	   not	   a	   ci
vic	   voluntary	   organisation.	   The	   next	   section	   looks	   at	   the	   Outer	   City,	   which	   was	   a	   commer
cial	   and	   industrial	   district	   of	   Beijing.	  
	  
The	   oldest	   surviving	   record	   referring	   to	   water	   tanks	   and	   iron	   hooks	   in	   Beijing	   dates	   back
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   to	   1725.	   In	   1741	   in	   the	   commercial	   district	   of	   the	   Outer	   City,	   a	   thatched	   house	   that	   wa
s	   used	   as	   a	   theatre	   set	   alight.	   It	   took	   a	   while	   until	   the	   fire	   was	   extinguished,	   and	   the	   fir
e	   completely	   consumed	   the	   commercial	   district.	   The	   delay	   was	   caused	   by	   a	   lack	   of	   water
	   because	   there	   was	   only	   a	   few	   wells	   in	   this	   area.	   In	   the	   aftermath,	   the	   government	   cam
e	   up	   with	   plans	   to	   utilise	   water	   in	   the	   moat	   to	   extinguish	   fires.	   In	   1757,	   a	   woollen	   shop
	   in	   the	   commercial	   district	   caught	   fire,	   and	   then	   subsequently	   further	   157	   houses	   in	   the	  
area	   set	   alight.	   The	   fire	   was	   extinguished	   by	   the	   magistrate	   and	   firemen	   who	   destroyed	  
50	   houses	   around	   the	   woollen	   shop.	   	  
	  
(3) The	   establishment	   of	   Shuihui	   Fire	   Brigades	   and	   their	   activities	  
The	   table	   below	   is	   a	   list	   of	   Shuihui	   fire	   brigades	   in	   Beijing	   in	   the	   chronological	   order.	   Th
e	   names	   of	   these	   brigades	   all	   mean	   something	   like	   charitable	   or	   benevolence.	   The	   earlies
t	   of	   such	   brigade	   was	   Bao’an,	   and	   by	   1898	   another	   eighteen	   brigades	   were	   established	  
(No.1-­‐19).	   There	   were	   also	   five	   brigades	   whose	   activity	   dates	   are	   unknown.	   Therefore	   in	   t
otal	   there	   existed	   24	   Shuihui.	   All	   of	   these	   brigades	   were	   established	   by	   Han	   Chinese.	  
	  
The	   establishment	   of	   these	   brigades	   was	   related	   to	   the	   worsening	   public	   safety	   in	   the	   aft
ermath	   of	   the	   Second	   Opium	   War.	   In	   October	   1860,	   the	   signing	   of	   the	   Treaty	   of	   Tianjin	  
caused	   conflict	   between	   the	   Qing	   government	   and	   the	   Anglo-­‐French	   forces.	   They	   marched
	   into	   Beijing	   and	   destroyed	   the	   Old	   Summer	   Palance	   (Yuanmingyuan),	   whilst	   Xianfeng	   Em
peror	   fled	   to	   Rehe.	   In	   the	   midst	   of	   this	   military	   confusion,	   Beijing’s	   public	   safety	   got	   wor
se,	   producing	   many	   thieves	   and	   robbers	   in	   the	   city.	   The	   Qing	   government	   instructed	   Beiji
ng’s	   civil	   servants	   and	   the	   gentry	   to	   organise	   vigilante	   groups	   (Tuanfang).	   In	   districts	   whic
h	   had	   fire	   brigades,	   the	   government	   let	   them	   act	   as	   vigilante	   groups	   and	   enabled	   them	   t
o	   arrest	   thieves.	   The	   government	   also	   encouraged	   establishment	   of	   new	   fire	   brigades	   and
	   allowed	   them	   to	   act	   as	   vigilance	   committees	   as	   well.	   In	   return	   for	   their	   service	   to	   keep
	   the	   peace,	   the	   government	   rewarded	   the	   brigades’	   presidents	   and	   directors	   with	   court	   r
anks.	   The	   brigades’	   directors	   led	   firemen	   and	   went	   around	   at	   night	   in	   winter	   to	   watch	   fi
res	   and	   thieves.	   Beijing’s	   fire	   brigades	   acted	   as	   vigilante	   groups,	   and	   some	   of	   them	   were
	   established	   in	   order	   to	   set	   up	   vigilante	   groups.	   In	   the	   table	   below,	   seven	   of	   the	   brigade
s	   (Bao’an,	   Gongyi,	   Tongyi,	   Yushan,	   Zhiping,	   Chengshan	   and	   Anping)	   acted	   as	   vigilante	   grou
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The	   map	   below	   shows	   where	   the	   fire	   brigades	   existed.	   Seventeen	   brigades	   existed	   in	   the
	   Outer	   City,	   and	   sixteen	   of	   them	   concentrated	   in	   the	   commercial	   district.	   The	   unit	   for	   a	  
fire	   brigade	   was	   a	   ward.	   A	   ward	   was	   an	   area	   where	   houses	   and	   shops	   were	   separated	   b
y	   streets	   from	   other	   wards.	   The	   brigades’	   boundaries	   did	   not	   correspond	   with	   administrat
ive	   boundaries.	   The	   fire	   brigades	   operated	   not	   only	   in	   their	   own	   wards,	   but	   also	   outside	  
of	   them,	   helping	   other	   brigades	   extinguishing	   fires.	   Therefore	   the	   brigades’	   areas	   of	   activi
ties	   were	   not	   mutually	   exclusive.	   There	   were	   five	   fire	   brigades	   in	   the	   Inner	   City	   as	   well.	  
The	   Inner	   City	   was	   where	   the	   Eight	   Banners	   Army	   stayed,	   and	   Han	   Chinese	   were	   not	   allo
wed	   to	   live	   in	   this	   area	   or	   engage	   in	   any	   commercial	   or	   business	   activities,	   but	   in	   the	   la
te	   nineteenth	   century	   this	   restriction	   was	   lifted,	   enabling	   Han	   Chinese	   to	   live,	   trade	   and	   t
herefore	   engage	   in	   fire	   extinguishing	   activities.	   This	   is	   a	   remarkable	   shift	   in	   the	   history	   of
	   the	   Beijing	   urban	   society.	   	  
	 
C hart	 №2	 	 	 Ｌｉｓｔ	 ｏｆ	 	 Ｆｉｒｅ	 Brigades	 	 北京の水会一覧	 
No Place Vigilante	 G roup
1 Bao'an	 保安 1845 道光25年 打磨廠 ✓
2 G ongyi 公議 1849 道光28年7月 長巷下二巷高廟 ✓
3 Tongyi 同義 1853 咸豊3年 三里河橋東広仁堂 ✓
4 Yushan 與善 1857 咸豊7年7月 騾馬市大街 ✓
5 C hongdong 崇東	 1860 咸豊10年設 崇文門外花児市大街火神廟
6 Tongren 同仁 1861 咸豊111年 広安門内牛街口外広安寺、菜市口
7 Zhiping 治平 1863 同治元年12月 正陽門外東月牆、観音寺 ✓
8 G ongyi 公義 1864 咸豊3年 煤市街、鮮魚口
9 Pushan 普善 1869 同治8年2月 新開路
10 Tongxin 同心 1872 同治11年12月 宣武門外菜市口
11 Kanji 坎済 1873 同治12年 朝陽門外大街馬公庵、虎坊橋
12 C hengshan 成善 1874 同治13年12月 保安字街関帝廟内 ✓
13 Tongshan 同善 1874 （同治13年正月） 同治13年正月に王広福斜街に転居
14 Zishan 資善 1877 光緒3年10月 広安門内大街
15 Anping 安平 1878 光緒4年 廠甸 ✓
16 Puyi 普義 1867 （同治6年） 阜成門外
17 Yongji 永済 1890 光緒16年 総局が東四牌楼、北局が安定門内、南局が西堂子胡同
18 Yishan 義善 1891 光緒17年 前門外大柵欄
19 Sanshan 三善 1896 光緒22年2月 甘井胡同
20 Xi'an 西安 西四牌楼小占壙寺
21 Tongan 同安 方磚廠、地安門外
22 Jinshan 錦善 錦什坊街
23 Xiangshan 祥善 郎房頭条
24 Tongren 同仁西局 彰儀門(西直門)
	 	 N am e O rganization	 Year
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Take	   an	   example	   of	   the	   emergence	   of	   Yongji	   fire	   brigade	   and	   its	   organisation.	   It	   was	   e
stablished	   in	   the	   eastern	   part	   of	   the	   Inner	   City	   in	   1890	   by	   citizens	   who	   managed	   to	   rais
e	   funds.	   It	   was	   equipped	   with	   basic	   tools	   such	   as	   water	   pumps	   and	   engaged	   in	   fire	   extin
guishing	   activities	   in	   the	   Inner	   City.	   The	   fire	   brigade	   ceased	   its	   activities	   after	   the	   Boxer	  
Rebellion	   in	   1900,	   but	   it	   was	   reorganised	   in	   1902.	   Yongi	   brigade	   was	   composed	   of	   shop	  
owners	   of	   a	   square-­‐shaped	   unit	   of	   approximately	   3,600	   square	   meters	   in	   the	   eastern	   part
	   of	   the	   Inner	   City.	   These	   shop	   owners	   contributed	   2	   silver	   tales	   every	   month	   to	   the	   brig
ade.	   They	   elected	   sixty	   directors	   and	   two	   presidents.	   The	   directors	   and	   the	   presidents	   we
re	   unpaid	   roles,	   and	   there	   was	   no	   written	   code	   of	   conduct	   or	   contract	   which	   determined
the	   length	   of	   their	   terms.	   However	   if	   a	   director	   ceased	   to	   be	   a	   shop	   owner,	   they	   were
	   disqualified	   to	   hold	   the	   office	   and	   then	   had	   to	   leave	   the	   brigade.	   This	   means	   that	   the	  
only	   criterion	   to	   become	   a	   member	   of	   the	   brigade	   was	   to	   be	   a	   shop	   owner	   in	   the	   area.
In	   this	   sense,	   Yongji	   fire	   brigade	   was	   an	   urban	   neighbourhood	   association.	  
Yongji	   fire	   brigade	   employed	   a	   full-­‐time	   secretary	   with	   a	   monthly	   payment	   of	   six	   tales	  
who	   worked	   day	   and	   night.	   The	   directors	   worked	   in	   rotation	   and	   were	   mainly	   in	   charge	  
of	   account	   and	   administration.	   The	   secretary	   kept	   records	   of	   fire	   extinguishing	   tools	   and	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helped	   the	   directors	   with	   administrative	   tasks.	   Each	   directors	   need	   to	   provide	   two	   fireme
n	   for	   the	   brigade,	   and	   usually	   they	   were	   directors’	   employees	   and	   amounted	   to	   120.	   The
tools	   they	   kept	   and	   used	   to	   extinguish	   fires	   included	   six	   pumps,	   two	   water	   carriers,	   one
ladder,	   twenty	   banners	   with	   the	   brigade’s	   name	   inscribed,	   120	   wooden	   tags	   and	   five	   go
ngs.	   These	   tools	   suggest	   that	   the	   brigade	   extinguished	   fire	   by	   water,	   not	   by	   destroying	   b
uildings	   and	   houses.	   When	   it	   was	   informed	   of	   a	   fire,	   the	   directors	   and	   the	   secretary	   ran
g	   gongs	   to	   raise	   awareness	   of	   other	   directors.	   The	   directors	   gathered	   together	   with	   their
firemen	   and	   extinguished	   the	   fire	   by	   using	   water	   pumps.	   Upon	   undertaking	   fire	   extinguis
hing,	   firemen	   were	   given	   wooden	   tags	   to	   prove	   that	   they	   were	   at	   work.	   They	   were	   paid
	   later	   in	   exchange	   for	   their	   wooden	   tags.	   The	   number	   of	   wooden	   tags	   the	   brigade	   had	  
was	   120,	   the	   same	   number	   of	   the	   firemen	   they	   had.	   The	   brigade’s	   fire	   extinguishing	   acti
vity	   was	   not	   particularly	   well	   organised	   as	   the	   presidents	   who	   were	   in	   charge	   were	   not	   c
ontrolling	   the	   entire	   brigade	   effectively,	   whilst	   the	   directors	   instructed	   firemen	   how	   to	   us
e	   pumps	   to	   extinguish	   a	   fire.	   	  
Shuihui	   fire	   brigades	   were	   based	   in	   the	   Inner	   City,	   but	   they	   also	   engaged	   in	   fire	   fighting	  
in	   the	   Forbidden	   City	   and	   in	   the	   Temple	   of	   Heaven.	   In	   January	   1889,	   there	   was	   a	   fire	   in
the	   Forbidden	   City,	   and	   fifteen	   fire	   brigades	   went	   into	   the	   Forbidden	   City	   to	   extinguish	   i
t. The	   Qing	   government	   rewarded	   these	   brigades	   with	   10,000	   silver	   tales,	   whilst	   their	   pre
sidents	   were	   given	   court	   ranks.	   In	   September	   1889,	   fire	   brigades	   helped	   fighting	   a	   fire	   in
the	   Temple	   of	   Heaven	   caused	   by	   a	   stroke	   of	   lightening	   and	   were	   subsequently	   rewarded.
In	   October	   1897,	   fire	   brigades	   again	   went	   into	   the	   Forbidden	   City	   to	   put	   out	   a	   fire	   and
were	   given	   100	   silver	   tales	   as	   a	   reward.	   Since	   ordinary	   citizens’	   access	   to	   the	   Forbidden
City	   and	   the	   Temple	   of	   Heave	   was	   strictly	   forbidden,	   it	   is	   remarkable	   that	   civic	   fire	   brig
ades	   engaged	   in	   fire	   fighting	   there.	   This	   was	   due	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   fire	   brigades	   in	   the	   Fo
rbidden	   City	   were	   not	   ready	   or	   equipped	   for	   fire	   fighting	   any	   longer,	   and	   therefore	   the	   g
overnment	   needed	   to	   rely	   on	   civic	   fire	   brigades.	   After	   the	   1889	   fire,	   the	   government	   intr
oduced	   reform	   measures	   to	   the	   fire	   brigade	   in	   the	   Forbidden	   City	   and	   improved	   its	   funct
ioning.	   The	   civic	   fire	   brigades’	   standard	   was	   followed	   in	   this	   reform,	   and	   Forbidden	   City’s
fire	   brigades	   were	   equipped	   with	   water	   pumps.	  
These	   incidents	   made	   the	   government	   aware	   of	   the	   importance	   of	   civic	   fire	   brigades.	   Civi
c	   fire	   brigades	   came	   under	   government	   control	   through	   rewarding	   system,	   and	   their	   profil
e	   and	   reputation	   were	   significantly	   raised	   in	   Beijing.	   The	   government’s	   reform	   of	   fire	   brig
ades	   in	   the	   Forbidden	   City	   followed	   the	   standard	   of	   civic	   fire	   brigades,	   and	   this	   means	   t
hat	   civic	   fire	   brigades	   were	   the	   most	   advanced	   of	   such	   kind	   in	   Beijing	   in	   the	   late	   Qing	   d
ynasty.	   In	   the	   Late	   Qing	   Reform	   from	   1901,	   the	   government	   established	   the	   Metropolitan
	   Fire	   Brigade	   (Jingshi	   Xiaofangdui),	   and	   this	   marked	   the	   beginning	   of	   modern	   fire	   manage
ment	   policy	   in	   China.	   From	   then	   on,	   in	   Beijing,	   there	   existed	   two	   public	   and	   civic	   fire	   m
anagement	   organisations	   –	   civic	   Shuihui	   fire	   brigades	   and	   Metropolitan	   Fire	   Brigade.	   In	   or
der	   to	   examine	   the	   history	   of	   fire	   management	   in	   Beijing	   in	   the	   Late	   Qing	   dynasty,	   it	   is	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important	   to	   take	   the	   Metropolitan	   Fire	   Brigade	   into	   account.	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戸には集まった。その消費物資を供給するため町人も集住した。こうして、17 世紀の 100 年間に江戸









 一方、東京市では歴史の編纂計画が 1901 年から議論されており、主題別に構成が検討されていた。
当初は災害を主題とした巻は計画に入っていなかったが、1906 年に至り災害が入ってくる2。これは上
1 以上は、中央防災会議編『災害教訓の継承に関する専門調査会報告書 1891 濃尾地震』（2006 年）に
よる。なお、震災予防調査会は 1925 年まで存続し、そのあとに現在の東京大学地震研究所が設立され
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ある。その第三輯として『1657 年、1855 年、1923 年の災難』＜『明暦安政及大正の難』（帝都復興叢






 1959 年伊勢湾台風 The Ise Bay Typhoon（死者行方不明者 5098 名）以後、1995 年阪神・淡路大震災
the Great Hanshin/Awaji Earthquake（死者約 5502 名）まで日本全体で大災害のない 36 年間が存在した。
この間に日本は高度経済成長を経て経済大国となり、列島各地に原子力発電所を配置することとなっ
3 Tamotsu Kumai, Tokyo metropolitan archives and historiography, Archives and the Metropolis, Guildhall Library 
Publications, 1998. 
4 前掲『東京の歴史をつむぐ』（2001 年）p110 の年表。 
5 『東京都の修史事業』1980 年、前掲『東京の歴史をつむぐ』（2001 年）。 
6 「市史編纂関係書類」（東京都公文書館蔵、327.D2.01）。 







































8 『江戸町人の研究』1～5（吉川弘文館、1972～1978 年）。 
9 西山松之助「火災都市江戸の実態」(『江戸町人の研究』5（1978 年） 
10 池上彰彦「江戸火消制度の成立と実態」『江戸町人の研究』5（1978 年） 
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 1995 年の阪神・淡路大震災（死者  6,434 人）は日本の歴史学界にも大きな衝撃を与えた。災害で消
滅する歴史資料を保全する活動がボランティア組織として開始された。私も  2 回合計  6 日間参加した。
同時に災害史研究にも関心が払われるようになった。京都に拠点を置く日本史研究会  The Japanese 
Society for Historical Studies は翌年に災害史特集を組み、そのなかには  18 世紀末の京都の大火に関
する研究が含まれている15。 
 日本政府は、2001 年内閣府  Cabinet Office に中央防災会議  Disaster Management を設置し、防災
基本計画  Basic Disaster Management Plan の策定などを開始した。2003 年にはそのなかに災害教訓
の継承に関する専門委員会が設置され、政府直属の災害史研究が開始された。翌  2004 年より過去の個
別
13 小林信也解説『明暦江戸大絵図』（之潮社、2008 年）。 
14 ただし、北原が編集した中央防災会議報告書『1855 安政江戸地震』（2004）には記述があるので本
人は認識している。 
15 安国良一「京都天明大火研究序説」（『日本史研究』412、1996 年） 
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ら読む近世社会』（校倉書房、2003 年）。 
19 若尾政希『太平記読みの時代』（平凡社、1999 年）、小川和也『牧民の思想』（平凡社、2008 年）。 
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５．2011 年東日本大震災  The Great East Japan Earthquake 以後 
 2011 年  3 月  11 日の東日本大震災とその直後の福島原子力発電所の  3 連続爆発23は、自然の脅威と人
間の愚かさを日本社会全体が実感したできごとであった。歴史研究者の間で、環境史・災害史への関
心が加速したことは言うまでもない。また、阪神・淡路大震災時に開始された被災資料保全活動ボラ




Journal(REKISHI HYORON) 760（2013 年）の特集「災害と都市の比較史」Comparative History in
Disasters and Cities の執筆メンバーが今回の日本側プロジェクトの中心である。 
















22 江戸遺跡研究会編『災害と江戸時代』(吉川弘文館、2009 年） 
23 死者 15,893 人・行方不明者 2,567 人（2015 年 11 月 10 日警察庁発表）、避難者 91,552 人（2015 年
7 月 20 日内閣府発表）。 
24 各巻の編者は、平川南・三宅和朗・井原今朝男・水本邦彦・鳥越晧之ﾋﾛﾕｷ。 
25 梅原猛・伊東俊太郎・安田喜憲編集『講座 文明と環境』1～15（朝倉書店、1995～1996 年）。 
26 吉田伸之「江戸の周縁と民衆世界」（『歴史評論』758、2013 年）Nobuyuki Yoshida, ??The World 
Populace on the Periphery in the Last Days of Edo??, Historical Journal(REKISHI HYORON) 756, 2013.
27 渡辺浩一「災害対応と文書行政」（『歴史評論』760、2013 年）Koichi Watanabe, Measures against 




























考古学の連携による気候変動に強い社会システムの探索」編『年報』1、2016 年 3 月予定）。Research Institutes 
for Humanity and Nature, Societal Adaptation to Climate Change: Integrating Palaeoclimatological Data with 
Historical and Archaeological Evidences
30 ローズマリー・スウィート「イギリス都市史研究の新潮流」（『都市史研究』2、2015 年）。Rosemary 
Sweet, Urban History in Britain: Some Reflections on the State of the Field, TOSHISHI KENKYU(Journal of 
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The	  history	  of	  Edo’	  natural	  disaster	  studies	  and	  their	  issues	 	   	   	   	  
Koichi	  Watanabe	  
Translated	   by	   Hisashi	   Kuboyama	  
	  
Introduction	   	  
Japan	  has	  suffered	  from	  various	  terrifying	  natural	  disasters	  throughout	  its	  history.	  The	  Japanese	  archipelago	  lies	  
upon	  where	  the	  Pacific	  Plate	  moves	  into	  the	  Eurasia	  Plate	  and	  also	  at	  the	  eastern	  edge	  of	  the	  Eastern	  Asian	  
Monsoon	  climate	  zone.	  Therefore	  Japan	  has	  experienced	  great	  earthquakes	  every	  60	  to	  100	  years,	  whilst	  being	  
hit	  by	  typhoons	  every	  year.	  Even	  though	  fires,	  famines	  and	  epidemics	  do	  occur	  all	  over	  the	  world,	  very	  few	  areas	  
on	  the	  planet	  suffer	  from	  both	  earthquakes	  and	  typhoons,	  and	  in	  this	  sense	  Japan	  has	  its	  unique	  status	  as	  a	  
country	  which	  has	  experienced	  almost	  all	  the	  possible	  kinds	  of	  natural	  disasters.	  And	  this	  makes	  it	  a	  fascinating	  
subject	  for	  historians	  of	  natural	  disasters.	   	  
	  
Historians	  who	  live	  in	  Japan	  therefore	  are	  highly	  likely	  to	  experience	  at	  least	  one	  great	  natural	  disaster	  in	  their	  
lives.	  This	  prompts	  some	  of	  them	  to	  start	  thinking	  about	  looking	  at	  history	  of	  natural	  disasters.	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  
the	  way	  historians	  look	  at	  history	  has	  significantly	  changed	  over	  the	  past	  decade	  or	  so,	  resulting	  in	  a	  kind	  of	  
paradigm	  shift	  of	  historical	  studies,	  namely	  a	  shift	  from	  the	  history	  of	  human	  development	  with	  strong	  focus	  on	  
human	  beings,	  to	  the	  history	  of	  the	  relationships	  between	  nature	  and	  human	  beings.	  By	  taking	  these	  two	  contexts	  
into	  consideration,	  this	  paper	  aims	  to	  discuss	  several	  important	  studies	  of	  history	  of	  natural	  disasters.	  It	  looks	  at	  
historical	  studies	  on	  Edo,	  but	  to	  widen	  its	  scope,	  it	  also	  makes	  reference	  to	  studies	  of	  natural	  disasters	  in	  other	  
regions	  as	  well.	   	  
	  
To	  set	  a	  context,	  it	  might	  be	  useful	  to	  provide	  an	  overview	  of	  what	  Edo	  was	  like.	  Before	  1590,	  Edo	  was	  a	  small	  
castle-­‐town	  with	  a	  few	  relatively	  sizable	  centres	  such	  as	  Port	  of	  Shinagawa	  and	  Senso-­‐ji	  Temple.	  In	  1603,	  however,	  
the	  new	  military	  government	  (Bakufu)	  established	  Edo	  as	  its	  base,	  and	  Edo	  started	  its	  development	  as	  a	  
metropolitan	  city.	  The	  government	  built	  the	  capital	  by	  flattening	  hills,	  filling	  up	  firths	  and	  inlets	  and	  building	  
houses	  and	  towns	  on	  reclaimed	  land.	  It	  changed	  passage	  of	  rivers	  and	  dug	  the	  moat	  outside	  the	  Edo	  castle	  for	  
protection.	  It	  forced	  wives	  and	  children	  of	  feudal	  lords	  (Daimyo)	  to	  live	  in	  the	  capital,	  whilst	  making	  them	  visit	  Edo	  
once	  a	  year	  with	  their	  retainers.	  Feudal	  lords	  therefore	  needed	  to	  obtain	  land	  from	  the	  government	  and	  built	  
large	  mansion	  houses	  for	  their	  wives	  and	  children	  and	  also	  as	  their	  residence	  in	  the	  capital.	  This	  brought	  hundreds	  
of	  thousands	  of	  population	  who	  did	  not	  produce	  or	  work,	  giving	  birth	  to	  a	  huge	  consumer	  society	  where	  many	  
merchants	  were	  needed	  to	  cater	  for	  feudal	  lords’	  families	  and	  retainers.	  Edo’s	  population	  thus	  increased	  rapidly,	  
growing	  throughout	  the	  seventeenth	  century	  by	  almost	  one	  or	  two	  hundred	  times	  to	  become	  a	  city	  with	  more	  
than	  one	  million	  people.	   	  
	  
1. The	  beginning	  of	  basic	  fact	  recognition	  in	  Edo’s	  history	  of	  natural	  disasters	  –	  compiling	  historical	  
documents	  in	  early	  twentieth	  century	   	  
It	  is	  possible	  that	  historians	  became	  interested	  in	  the	  history	  of	  natural	  disasters	  in	  Edo	  because	  of	  disasters	  they	  
actually	  experienced.	  In	  1891,	  a	  massive	  earthquake	  hit	  the	  Mino-­‐Owari	  area	  of	  central	  Japan	  which	  was	  about	  
300	  kilometers	  west	  of	  Tokyo	  300	  kilometers	  west	  of	  Tokyo	  (the	  Mino-­‐Owari	  earthquake	  that	  killed	  7,273	  people).	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This	  earthquake	  prompted	  the	  establishment	  of	  the	  government-­‐led	  Earthquake	  Investigation	  Committee	  in	  1892.	  
Its	  purpose	  was	  of	  course	  to	  help	  natural	  scientists	  at	  the	  Tokyo	  Imperial	  University	  develop	  research	  works	  on	  
earthquakes,	  but	  the	  committee	  also	  became	  interested	  in	  cases	  of	  earthquakes	  in	  the	  past.	  With	  the	  help	  of	  the	  
Tokyo	  Imperial	  University’s	  Office	  of	  Historiography,	  it	  collected	  and	  compiled	  relevant	  primary	  and	  secondary	  
sources.	  As	  a	  result,	  The	  Catalogue	  of	  Historical	  Documents	  on	  Earthquakes	  in	  Japan	  (Nihon	  Jishin	  Shiryo	  
Mokuroku)	  and	  The	  Collection	  of	  Historical	  Documents	  on	  Earthquakes	  in	  Japan	  (Dainihon	  Jishin	  Shiryo)	  were	  
published	  respectively	  in	  1899	  and	  1905.1	  
	  
At	  the	  same	  time,	  there	  was	  a	  discussion	  about	  compiling	  a	  history	  of	  Tokyo,	  and	  its	  contents	  and	  subjects	  were	  
being	  examined.	  At	  the	  beginning,	  no	  volume	  on	  natural	  disasters	  had	  been	  planned,	  but	  in	  1906	  a	  discussion	  to	  
include	  natural	  disasters	  started.2	   This	  might	  well	  have	  been	  influenced	  by	  the	  publication	  of	  The	  Collection	  of	  
Historical	  Documents	  on	  Earthquake	  in	  Japan	  was	  published	  in	  1905.	   	   	  
	  
The	  compilation	  of	  a	  history	  of	  Tokyo	  began	  by	  the	  publication	  of	  historical	  documents	  –	  The	  Historical	  
Documents	  of	  Tokyo	  City	  (Tokyo	  Shi	  Shi	  Ko)	 .3	   The	  publication	  started	  in	  1911	  with	  a	  volume	  on	  the	  imperial	  
palace,	  implying	  that	  there	  was	  recognition	  among	  the	  editors	  that	  the	  imperial	  palace	  (which	  used	  to	  be	  the	  Edo	  
castle)	  should	  be	  the	  centre	  of	  this	  city.	   	  
	  
Following	  that,	  five	  volumes	  on	  natural	  disasters	  (Hensai	  Hen,	  1914-­‐1917)	  and	  four	  volumes	  on	  relief	  and	  remedy	  
(Kyusai	  Hen,	  1914-­‐1917)	  were	  published.	  The	  volumes	  on	  natural	  disasters	  are	  collections	  of	  historical	  documents	  
on	  all	  kinds	  of	  natural	  disasters	  such	  as	  earthquakes,	  floods,	  fires	  and	  epidemics	  in	  Edo	  and	  Tokyo.	  Some	  of	  the	  
documents	  on	  earthquakes	  were	  cited	  from	  Report	  for	  Earthquake	  Investigation	  Committee.	  The	  four	  volumes	  on	  
relief	  and	  remedy	  consist	  of	  historical	  documents	  on	  public	  and	  private	  relief	  activities	  relating	  to	  natural	  disasters.	  
These	  collections	  add	  explanatory	  notes	  on	  each	  cited	  document,	  suggesting	  that	  basic	  fact-­‐checking	  was	  
considered	  as	  important.	  This	  awareness	  of	  the	  importance	  of	  checking	  and	  validating	  historical	  facts	  made	  these	  
volumes	  valuable	  sources	  of	  historical	  studies,	  and	  they	  are	  still	  used	  by	  historians	  as	  primary	  sources	  as	  well	  as	  a	  
catalogue	  of	  primary	  sources.	   	  
	  
Even	  though	  the	  volumes	  on	  towns	  which	  were	  a	  general	  historical	  account	  of	  Edo	  were	  published	  in	  1914,	  the	  
publication	  of	  these	  ceased	  after	  two	  volumes,	  and	  editors’	  priority	  was	  given	  to	  the	  volumes	  on	  natural	  disasters	  
and	  relief	  and	  remedy.4	   The	  volumes	  on	  towns	  were	  later	  expanded	  and	  eventually	  amounted	  to	  71	  volumes,	  but	  
it	  was	  only	  after	  1927	  when	  the	  third	  volume	  was	  published.	  There	  has	  been	  no	  clear	  explanation	  as	  to	  why	  the	  
                                                   
1	   Disaster	  Management	  Committee,	  Reports	  on	  the	  Lessons	  from	  Natural	  Disasters,	  1891	  Mino–Owari	  earthquake	  
(2006).	  Earthquake	  Investigation	  Committee	  continued	  until	  1925,	  followed	  by	  the	  establishment	  of	  the	  Earthquake	  
Research	  Institute,	  the	  University	  of	  Tokyo.	  The	  Earthquake	  Research	  Institute	  continued	  the	  work	  of	  compiling	  
historical	  documents	  and	  published	  The	  New	  Collection	  of	  Historical	  Documents	  on	  Earthquakes	  in	  Japan	  (21	  volumes,	  
1981-­‐1994),	  which	  contains	  a	  number	  of	  documents	  relating	  to	  earthquakes	  in	  Edo.	   	  
2	   Tokyo	  Metropolitan	  Archives	  (ed.),	  Writing	  the	  History	  of	  Tokyo	  City	  –	  the	  Beginning	  (2001),	  p.65.	   	  
3	   Tamotsu	  Kumai,	  Tokyo	  metropolitan	  archives	  and	  historiography,	  Archives	  and	  the	  Metropolis,	  Guildhall	  Library	  
Publications,	  1998.	  
4	   Writing	  the	  History	  of	  Tokyo,	  p.110.	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volumes	  on	  natural	  disasters	  and	  relief	  and	  remedy	  were	  given	  priority.5	   According	  to	  some	  related	  documents6	  
and	  also	  an	  archivist	  at	  the	  Tokyo	  Metropolitan	  Archives,	  the	  volumes	  on	  natural	  disasters	  and	  relief	  and	  remedy	  
were	  published	  before	  those	  on	  towns	  simply	  because	  they	  became	  ready	  for	  publication.	  However,	  I	  believe	  that	  
it	  might	  be	  the	  case	  that	  the	  volumes	  on	  natural	  disasters	  and	  relief	  and	  remedy	  were	  given	  priority	  due	  to	  the	  
establishment	  of	  the	  Earthquake	  Investigation	  Committee	  in	  the	  aftermath	  of	  the	  Mino-­‐Owari	  earthquake	  in	  1891	  
and	  its	  publication	  of	  historical	  documents.	   	  
	  
As	  if	  it	  was	  waiting	  for	  the	  publication	  of	  these	  volumes	  on	  natural	  disasters,	  the	  Great	  Kanto	  Earthquake	  hit	  
Tokyo	  on	  1	  September	  1923.7	   It	  is	  well	  known	  that	  the	  city	  of	  Tokyo	  published	  records	  of	  its	  relief	  activities	  for	  
the	  victims.	  It	  also	  edited	  and	  published	  a	  series	  of	  pamphlets	  for	  the	  general	  public	  with	  a	  view	  to	  “Rebuilding	  
spirits”,	  in	  other	  words	  “correcting	  existing	  abuses	  and	  cultivating	  the	  simple	  and	  vigorous	  spirit	  to	  renovate	  the	  
decayed	  public	  morals”.	  As	  its	  third	  volume,	  The	  Disasters	  of	  1657,	  1855	  and	  1923	  was	  published	  in	  February	  1924,	  
and	  it	  cites	  quotations	  on	  the	  1855	  great	  earthquakes	  from	  The	  Historical	  Documents	  of	  Tokyo	  City’s	  volumes	  on	  
natural	  disasters.	  It	  is	  worth	  pointing	  out	  that,	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  present-­‐day	  concept	  of	  resilience,	  the	  pamphlets	  
referred	  to	  “rebuilding	  spirits”	  along	  with	  rebuilding	  the	  city’s	  buildings	  and	  houses.	  Also,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  draw	  
attention	  to	  the	  pamphlet’s	  use	  of	  the	  past	  in	  the	  process	  of	  recovery	  from	  a	  disaster.	    
	  
2. Part	  of	  the	  general	  trend	   	  
There	  is	  a	  gap	  in	  the	  historiography	  after	  the	  1910	  because	  there	  are	  few	  studies	  on	  natural	  disaster	  that	  are	  cited	  
by	  historians.	  
	  
After	  the	  Ise	  Bay	  Typhoon	  (5,098	  people	  were	  killed	  or	  went	  missing)	  in	  1959,	  Japan	  experienced	  hardly	  any	  great	  
disasters	  for	  36	  years	  until	  the	  Great	  Hanshin/Awaji	  Earthquake	  in	  1995	  (5,502	  people	  killed).	  During	  these	  years,	  
Japan	  became	  one	  of	  the	  economic	  powerhouses	  and	  built	  numerous	  nuclear	  power	  plants	  all	  over	  the	  country.	   	  
	  
There	  were	  not	  many	  historical	  studies	  on	  natural	  disasters	  in	  this	  period.	  It	  is	  probably	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  
historians	  looked	  at	  history	  as	  the	  development	  of	  human	  beings	  acting	  as	  the	  subject	  of	  history.	  Some	  historians	  
examined	  Edo’s	  natural	  disasters,	  but	  natural	  disasters	  were	  not	  examined	  per	  se	  –	  they	  were	  rather	  used	  by	  
historians	  to	  support	  their	  own	  agenda	  and	  to	  prove	  their	  own	  theory	  of	  history.	  I	  take	  two	  examples.	   	  
	  
One	  of	  them	  is	  the	  theory	  of	  Edo’s	  natives	  (Edokko).8	   This	  was	  a	  historians’	  trend	  in	  the	  1970s	  to	  depict	  Edo’s	  
townspeoples	  as	  overly	  lively,	  vibrant	  and	  cheerful	  despite	  the	  strong	  control	  of	  the	  military	  government.	  Many	  
historians	  looked	  at	  how	  Edo’s	  townspeoples	  reacted	  heroically	  to	  fires.	  Edo	  experienced	  a	  number	  of	  great	  fires	  
every	  twenty	  or	  thirty	  years,	  but	  it	  was	  understood	  that	  the	  city	  recovered	  miraculously	  from	  the	  devastating	  
impact	  of	  those	  fires.	  Amongst	  others,	  Shonosuke	  Nishiyama	  argued	  that	  the	  government	  did	  not	  do	  much	  to	  help	  
the	  victims	  after	  the	  1657	  fire,	  whilst	  emphasizing	  too	  much	  how	  ineffective	  the	  government’s	  measures	  against	  
                                                   
5	   Tokyo’s	  History	  Writing	  Projects	  (1980);	  Writing	  the	  History	  of	  Tokyo.	   	  
6	   ‘Documents	  relating	  to	  the	  compilation	  of	  the	  history	  of	  Tokyo’,	  Tokyo	  Metropolitan	  Archives,	  327.D2.01.	   	  
7	   Itoko	  Kitahara,	  The	  Social	  History	  of	  the	  Great	  Kanto	  Earthquake	  (Asahi	  Shimbun	  Shuppan,	  August	  2011)	  is	  the	  first	  
major	  study	  on	  this	  earthquake.	   	  
8	   The	  Study	  of	  Edo’s	  Townspeoples	  (5	  volumes,	  Yoshikawa	  Kobunkan,	  1972-­‐8).	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fire	  were9 It seems as if their conclusions are based on the assumption that it was townspeople, not 
the government who led the remarkable recovery from the fire.	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  possibly	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  
that	  firemen	  who	  were	  ordinary	  townspeoples	  wore	  colourful	  clothes	  and	  used	  decorated	  tools	  and	  also	  the	  fact	  
that	  a	  famous	  story	  of	  rivalry	  between	  two	  firemen	  groups	  became	  the	  subject	  of	  Kabuki	  shows	  and	  Nishikie	  
paintings,	  historians	  paid	  attention	  to	  firemen	  instead	  of	  fires	  themselves.	  It	  was	  also	  argued	  that	  the	  fire	  brigades	  
of	  samurai	  which	  had	  existed	  since	  the	  seventeenth	  century	  became	  gradually	  ineffective	  and	  eventually	  ceased	  
to	  function,	  overtaken	  by	  fire	  brigades	  of	  townspeople.10	   Though	  refuted	  now,	  this	  was	  part	  of	  the	  trend	  to	  
overemphasize	  Edo	  townspeoples’	  heroic	  and	  vibrant	  nature.	   	  
	  
The	  other	  of	  such	  example	  was	  studies	  of	  famine	  produced	  in	  the	  1980	  as	  a	  result	  the	  emergence	  of	  history	  of	  
popular	  disturbance.	  Early	  modern	  Japan	  experienced	  three	  great	  famines	  in	  1732,	  in	  the	  late	  1780	  and	  the	  
mid-­‐1830.	  All	  of	  these	  famines	  caused	  food	  riots	  in	  towns	  and	  cities	  across	  the	  country.	  In	  Edo,	  there	  were	  
popular	  disturbances	  caused	  by	  two	  great	  famines	  in	  the	  eighteenth	  century,	  and	  in	  their	  aftermath	  the	  
government	  provided	  townspeoples	  with	  a	  great	  amount	  of	  food.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  a	  famine	  in	  1836,	  the	  
government’s	  distribution	  of	  food	  prevented	  riots.	  In	  both	  cases,	  food	  was	  distributed	  not	  only	  by	  the	  
government	  but	  also	  by	  powerful	  merchants.	  Some	  historians	  examined	  how	  and	  why	  popular	  disturbances	  
occurred	  by	  looking	  at	  cases	  of	  famines,	  but	  their	  focus	  was	  primarily	  on	  disturbances,	  not	  famines.	  In	  other	  
words,	  they	  attempted	  to	  understand	  famines	  in	  relation	  to	  social	  problems	  and	  class	  struggle,	  rather	  than	  
examining	  famines	  in	  order	  to	  consider	  how	  human	  beings	  were	  related	  to	  the	  natural	  environment.	  This	  means	  
older	  historians	  believed	  that	  history	  could	  be	  understood	  by	  looking	  at	  the	  human	  society	  itself,	  but	  that	  was	  
accepted	  as	  a	  normal	  practice	  by	  historians	  in	  those	  days.	   	  
	  
3. Pioneer	  works	  
There	  are,	  however,	  two	  notable	  exceptions	  in	  the	  historiography	  of	  natural	  disasters	  which	  still	  provide	  great	  
insights	  and	  later	  historians	  need	  to	  build	  on.	   	  
	  
The	  first	  of	  these	  is	  Takashi	  Kuroki’s	  The	  Great	  Fire	  in	  Meireki	  (Kodansha,	  1977).	  This	  examines	  the	  great	  fire	  in	  
1657	  (which	  killed	  approximately	  50,000	  to	  100,000	  people),	  describing	  the	  extent	  of	  damage	  in	  detail	  by	  even	  
using	  contemporary	  literatures	  and	  looking	  into	  how	  the	  situation	  was	  dealt	  with	  and	  also	  how	  fire	  prevention	  
measures	  were	  put	  in	  place	  after	  the	  fire.	  The	  book	  concludes	  the	  1657	  fire	  as	  significant	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  Edo	  
improved	  greatly	  in	  the	  aftermath	  of	  the	  fire	  which	  consumed	  almost	  the	  entire	  part	  of	  the	  city	  and	  which	  helped	  
pave	  the	  way	  to	  Edo’s	  development	  into	  a	  metropolitan	  city	  with	  one	  million	  people	  in	  50	  years	  later.	  This	  book,	  
however,	  has	  its	  own	  flaws:	  (1)	  it	  suggests	  a	  conspiracy	  theory	  that	  the	  fire	  was	  started	  deliberately	  to	  make	  a	  
senior	  government	  minister’s	  radical	  plans	  to	  transform	  Edo	  happen.	  There	  is	  no	  evidence	  to	  support	  this	  
theory11;	  (2)	  there	  are	  mistakes	  that	  are	  refuted	  by	  later	  historians	  (such	  as	  describing	  servants	  as	  those	  of	  
merchants,	  not	  samurai	  solders);	  (3)	  newly	  discovered	  maps	  show	  that	  there	  had	  been	  great	  fires	  before	  1657,	  
and	  therefore	  the	  significance	  of	  the	  1657	  fire	  has	  relatively	  been	  undermined.12	   Nevertheless,	  this	  books	  overall	  
                                                   
9	   Shonosuke	  Nishiyama,	  ‘The	  Reality	  of	  Edo	  as	  Fire	  City’,	  The	  Study	  of	  Edo’s	  Townspeoples	  (vol.	  v,	  1978).	  
10	   Akihiko	  Ikegami,	  ‘The	  Establishment	  and	  reality	  of	  Edo’s	  Fire	  Management’,	  ibid.	   	  
11	   Nishiyama,	  ‘The	  Reality	  of	  Edo	  as	  Fire	  City’	  
12	   Kobayashi	  Shinya,	  The	  Great	  Map	  of	  Edo	  in	  the	  Meireki	  Period	  (Collegio,	  2008).	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argument	  that	  the	  1657	  fire	  is	  historically	  significant	  remains	  valid.	   	  
	  
The	  second	  of	  these	  was	  Itoko	  Kitahara’s	  The	  Great	  Earthquake	  in	  Ansei	  and	  The	  People	  (Sanichi	  Shobo,	  1982),	  
which	  examines	  the	  great	  earthquake	  in	  1855	  (which	  killed	  around	  10,000	  people).	  It	  explores	  a	  theory	  of	  
“disaster	  utopia”,	  which	  later	  became	  known	  in	  Japan	  in	  the	  aftermath	  of	  the	  2011	  Great	  Eastern	  Japan	  
Earthquake.	  The	  term	  was	  developed	  by	  Rebecca	  Solnit,	  who	  examined	  the	  2005	  great	  flood	  in	  New	  Orleans,	  and	  
caught	  attention	  of	  Japanese	  scholars	  in	  the	  post-­‐2011	  context,	  but	  Kitahara’s	  pioneer	  book	  utilizes	  this	  concept	  
to	  analyze	  the	  1855	  earthquake	  30	  years	  prior	  to	  Solnit,	  which	  in	  itself	  is	  remarkable.	  Kitahara’s	  focus	  on	  how	  the	  
victims	  recovered	  mentally	  from	  the	  disaster	  seems	  to	  allow	  her	  to	  adopt	  this	  concept.	  This	  seems	  to	  be	  related	  
to	  the	  second	  important	  point	  of	  this	  book,	  which	  is	  Kitahara’s	  focus	  on	  how	  information	  was	  disseminated	  and	  
affected	  victims’	  perception	  of	  the	  disaster.	  According	  to	  her,	  victims,	  despite	  their	  desperate	  circumstances,	  
enjoyed	  comical	  cartoons	  of	  catfish	  (it	  was	  rumoured	  back	  then	  that	  earthquakes	  were	  caused	  by	  giant	  catfish	  
which	  lived	  underground),	  which	  helped	  them	  cope	  with	  the	  loss	  and	  damage	  they	  suffered.	  Kitahara	  then	  looks	  
at	  how	  relief	  measures	  such	  as	  temporary	  shelters,	  food	  provision	  and	  livelihood	  support	  helped	  the	  victims	  
recover.	  Thirdly,	  Kitahara	  points	  out	  a	  reciprocal	  aspect	  in	  food	  provision	  for	  the	  victim	  by	  different	  groups	  of	  
townspeoples,	  which	  in	  effect	  serves	  as	  a	  criticism	  of	  one-­‐dimensional	  analysis	  of	  popular	  disturbances	  described	  
earlier.	  This	  complex	  and	  subtle	  understanding	  of	  social	  relations	  reflects	  the	  trend	  of	  social	  history	  in	  the	  1980s	  
in	  Japan.	  Even	  though	  the	  book	  scope	  is	  not	  particularly	  wide	  in	  that	  it	  looks	  at	  a	  natural	  disaster,	  it	  is	  still	  
regarded	  as	  an	  important	  work	  of	  Edo’s	  history	  and	  has	  been	  re-­‐printed	  twice	  in	  2000	  and	  2013.	   	  
	  
However,	  Kitahara’s	  book	  also	  has	  some	  flaws.	  Firstly,	  its	  stance	  to	  look	  at	  “the	  sociability	  of	  natural	  disasters”	  
(p.55,	  2013),	  instead	  of	  putting	  the	  work	  in	  the	  wider	  context	  of	  environmental	  history,	  is	  slightly	  problematic.	  
Even	  the	  2013	  version	  fails	  to	  mention	  that	  areas	  which	  suffered	  greatly	  from	  the	  fire	  were	  actually	  reclaimed	  
land	  (therefore	  land	  created	  by	  human	  beings).13	   Secondly,	  the	  book	  looks	  only	  at	  relief	  measures	  in	  the	  
nineteenth	  century	  and	  does	  not	  examine	  those	  in	  the	  eighteenth	  century.	   	  
	  
Finally,	  it	  is	  worth	  mentioning	  some	  achievements	  made	  by	  scholars	  of	  natural	  science,	  instead	  of	  historians	  –	  
Takashi	  Okuma’s	  The	  History	  of	  River,	  Flood	  and	  Flood	  Control	  –	  From	  Suppression	  to	  Acceptance	  (Heibonsha,	  
1988).	  Okuma	  is	  an	  expert	  of	  civil	  engineering	  and	  flood	  control.	  This	  book	  describes	  how	  human	  beings	  dealt	  
with	  rivers	  in	  the	  past.	  It	  reveals	  that	  human	  beings	  managed	  flood	  in	  the	  past	  not	  by	  trying	  to	  control	  the	  flow	  of	  
water	  and	  to	  contain	  water	  in	  rivers,	  but	  by	  letting	  water	  overflow	  by	  erecting	  one	  side	  of	  the	  embankments	  
deliberately	  lower	  than	  the	  other	  or	  deliberately	  not	  erecting	  embankments	  in	  some	  sections	  of	  rivers.	  Since	  the	  
civil	  engineering	  technology	  to	  control	  floods	  was	  not	  very	  well	  advanced,	  it	  is	  fair	  to	  say	  that	  these	  measures	  
were	  a	  reasonable	  and	  rational	  choice.	  It	  was	  also	  recognized	  that	  floods	  brought	  fertile	  soil	  with	  them,	  and	  in	  
that	  sense	  floods	  were	  not	  completely	  a	  disaster.	  This	  book	  shows	  that,	  in	  the	  1980s,	  scholars	  outside	  history	  
started	  to	  re-­‐think	  the	  way	  natural	  disasters	  were	  studied.	   	  
	  
4. The	  Great	  Hanshin/Awaji	  Earthquake	  and	  historical	  studies	   	  
                                                   
13	   However,	  Kitahara	  mentions	  this	  in	  Report	  for	  Earthquake	  Investigation	  Committee,	  1855	  the	  Great	  Ansei	  Earthquake	  
(2004),	  which	  she	  edited.	   	  
126
   
6 
 
The	  Great	  Hanshin/Awaji	  Earthquake	  in	  1995	  (which	  killed	  6,434	  people)	  had	  a	  considerable	  impact	  on	  historians	  
of	  Japan.	  Historians’	  voluntary	  organization	  to	  preserve	  historical	  documents	  was	  formed,	  and	  I	  joined	  its	  
activities	  twice	  for	  six	  days.	  The	  earthquake	  also	  prompted	  historians	  to	  look	  at	  the	  history	  of	  natural	  disasters.	  
The	  Japanese	  Society	  for	  Historical	  Studies,	  whose	  headquarter	  is	  in	  Kyoto,	  published	  in	  1996	  a	  spherical	  edition	  
of	  its	  journal	  which	  examined	  the	  history	  of	  natural	  disasters	  which	  included	  an	  article	  on	  the	  great	  fire	  in	  late	  
eighteenth-­‐century	  Kyoto.14	   	   	  
	  
At	  the	  same	  time,	  the	  Japanese	  government	  set	  up	  the	  Disaster	  Management	  Committee	  within	  the	  Cabinet	  
Office	  and	  came	  up	  with	  the	  Basic	  Disaster	  Management	  Plan	  and	  started	  to	  implement	  it.	  In	  2003,	  a	  special	  
government	  committee	  was	  also	  set	  up	  to	  explore	  ways	  to	  pass	  experiences	  and	  lessons	  of	  natural	  disasters	  onto	  
the	  next	  generation,	  and	  a	  government-­‐led	  project	  to	  research	  into	  the	  history	  of	  natural	  disasters	  started.	  In	  
2004,	  publication	  of	  reports	  on	  past	  natural	  disasters	  started	  too,	  accumulating	  to	  24	  reports	  by	  2011	  which	  were	  
all	  published	  on	  the	  government’s	  website.15	   These	  reports	  look	  at	  natural	  disasters	  and	  volcanic	  eruptions	  and	  
are	  edited	  with	  a	  view	  to	  drawing	  some	  important	  lessons	  from	  the	  past	  experience.	  It	  was	  a	  collaborative	  project	  
of	  natural	  scientists	  and	  historians,	  and	  the	  reports	  are	  a	  useful	  reference	  to	  understand	  each	  case	  of	  natural	  
phenomena.	  Of	  these	  reports,	  what	  is	  relevant	  to	  Edo	  is	  1885	  Ansei	  Edo	  Earthquake	  (2004),	  which	  built	  on	  
Kitahara’s	  book	  and	  developed	  understanding	  of	  land	  in	  the	  samurai	  district.	  1657	  Ansei	  Edo	  Great	  Fire	  (2004)	  was	  
also	  published,	  but	  it	  is	  no	  better	  than	  a	  survey	  of	  existing	  studies.	   	  
	  
It	  might	  well	  be	  argued	  that	  this	  was	  the	  period	  where	  historians	  started	  to	  move	  away	  from	  the	  established	  way	  
to	  look	  at	  history	  as	  the	  history	  of	  human	  development	  and,	  instead,	  became	  increasingly	  interested	  in	  the	  history	  
of	  environment	  and	  natural	  disasters.	  Studies	  of	  medieval	  Japan	  during	  the	  1990s	  clearly	  had	  such	  awareness.	  As	  
a	  result,	  historians	  of	  medieval	  Japan,	  for	  instance	  Hisashi	  Fujiki,	  paid	  close	  attention	  to	  the	  capital	  (Kyoto)	  and	  
the	  rural	  society	  and	  described	  the	  fifteenth	  and	  sixteenth	  centuries	  as	  an	  era	  of	  repeated	  famines	  and	  epidemics	  
punctuated	  by	  a	  series	  of	  wars	  –	  an	  era	  which	  was	  characterized	  by	  hardship	  and	  struggle	  of	  human	  beings.16	   This	  
perspective,	  however,	  was	  not	  shared	  by	  historians	  of	  early-­‐modern	  Japan.	   	  
	  
Nevertheless,	  there	  are	  similarities	  in	  medieval	  and	  early-­‐modern	  Japan	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  famines	  affected	  the	  
rural	  society	  harder	  than	  towns	  and	  cities,	  and	  studies	  by	  Isao	  Kikuchi	  demonstrated	  this	  continuity	  in	  focus.17	  
Kikuchi’s	  famine	  studies	  look	  at	  the	  social	  mechanism	  in	  which	  cold	  weather	  led	  to	  famines	  and	  reveal	  how	  relief	  
measures	  for	  the	  poor	  worked	  during	  famines.	  They	  also	  analyze	  the	  relationships	  between	  human	  beings	  and	  
nature	  by	  looking	  into	  famine	  food.	  However,	  Kikuchi	  hardly	  mentions	  the	  Edo	  society.	   	  
	  
Of	  works	  unrelated	  to	  Edo,	  Keiji	  Nagahara’s	  The	  Great	  Eruption	  of	  Mt	  Fuji	  in	  Hoei	  (Shueisya,	  2002)	  examines	  the	  
extent	  of	  damage	  done	  by	  volcanic	  eruption	  in	  1707	  to	  the	  rural	  communities	  in	  east	  and	  south	  of	  Mt	  Fuji	  and	  
                                                   
14	   Ryoichi	  Yasukuni,	  ‘Introduction	  to	  the	  Study	  of	  the	  Great	  Tenmei	  Fire	  in	  Kyoto’,	  Japanese	  Historical	  Studies	  (412,	  
1996).	   	  
15	   http://www.bousai.go.jp/kyoiku/kyokun/kyoukunnokeishou/index.html	  
16	   Hisashi	  Fujiki,	  Understanding	  the	  Sengoku	  Period	  –	  Hunger	  and	  War	  (Asashi	  Shuppansha,	  2001).	   	  
17	   Isao	  Kikuchi,	  The	  Social	  History	  of	  Hunger	  (Azekura	  Shobo,	  1994);	  ditto.,	  The	  Early	  Modern	  Period	  of	  the	  Age	  of	  
Hunger	  (Yoshikawa	  Kobunkan,	  1997);	  ditto.,	  Understanding	  the	  Early	  Modern	  Society	  through	  Hunger	  (Azekura	  Shobo,	  
2003).	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also	  describes	  relief	  measures	  taken	  by	  the	  government	  and	  landlords,	  although	  this	  book	  is	  problematic	  in	  that	  it	  
appears	  to	  depict	  landlords	  as	  just	  bad	  and	  evil.	  Instead,	  the	  Central	  Disaster	  Management	  report	  1707	  Mt	  Fuji	  
Hoei	  Eruption	  (2006)	  sets	  the	  standards	  of	  research.	  Also,	  Takashi	  Watanabe’s	  The	  Great	  Eruption	  of	  Mt	  Asama	  
(Yoshikawa	  Kobunkan,	  2004)	  looks	  at	  the	  extent	  of	  the	  damage	  caused	  by	  fragmental	  rocks	  produced	  by	  Mt	  
Asama	  eruption	  in	  1787	  which	  was	  about	  100	  kilometers	  north-­‐north-­‐east	  of	  Edo	  and	  described	  the	  recovery	  
process	  led	  by	  the	  Edo	  government.	  Watanabe’s	  description	  of	  strong	  initiative	  shown	  by	  peasants	  and	  the	  
hardship	  they	  faced	  leaves	  an	  impression	  to	  readers.	  Moreover,	  historians	  of	  ideas	  reveal	  that	  the	  ruler	  possessed	  
a	  strong	  sense	  of	  duty	  to	  look	  after	  the	  weak	  and	  the	  poor	  when	  a	  natural	  disaster	  occurred	  and	  also	  that	  this	  
sense	  was	  cultivated	  in	  the	  elite’s	  reading	  of	  Chinese	  classics	  and	  also	  formed	  in	  their	  exercise	  of	  governance.18	  
This	  shows	  that	  the	  ideological	  background	  to	  the	  governing	  elite’s	  relief	  and	  remedy	  for	  the	  victims.	   	  
	  
In	  terms	  of	  studies	  looking	  at	  Edo,	  Itoko	  Kitahara’s	  The	  Study	  on	  Early-­‐Modern	  Disaster	  Information	  (Haniwa	  
Shobo,	  2003),	  following	  her	  own	  The	  Great	  Earthquake	  in	  Ansei	  and	  The	  People,	  examines	  prints	  distributed	  when	  
a	  natural	  disaster	  occurred	  back	  to	  the	  late	  eighteenth	  century.	  Also	  Reiji	  Iwabuchi	  criticizes	  studies	  on	  firemen	  in	  
the	  1970s,	  instead	  showing	  that	  the	  samurai’s	  fire	  prevention	  functioned	  properly	  throughout	  the	  early-­‐modern	  
period	  and	  that	  samurai	  and	  civic	  fire	  brigades	  co-­‐existed,	  rather	  than	  the	  public	  ones	  were	  taken	  over	  by	  the	  civic	  
ones.19	   Moreover,	  it	  examines	  the	  role	  of	  the	  government	  officials	  who	  were	  in	  charge	  of	  actual	  fire	  fighting	  
where	  a	  number	  of	  brigades	  and	  organizations	  gathered	  together,	  starting	  to	  analyze	  the	  structure	  of	  fire	  fighting.	   	  
	  
In	  addition,	  recent	  archaeological	  studies	  of	  Edo	  have	  been	  done	  in	  cooperation	  with	  historians	  and	  have	  revealed	  
some	  important	  findings:	  (1)	  a	  number	  of	  strata	  were	  formed	  throughout	  the	  repeated	  process	  of	  disasters	  and	  
recoveries;	  (2)	  there	  are	  signs	  that	  volcanic	  ashes	  and	  debris	  were	  removed	  by	  human	  beings.20	  
	  
However,	  there	  have	  been	  few	  discoveries	  relating	  to	  natural	  disasters	  in	  Edo	  in	  the	  early	  modern	  period.	  As	  
discussed	  above,	  there	  exist	  several	  historical	  studies	  on	  natural	  disasters	  because	  of	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  Great	  
Hanshin/Awaji	  Earthquake	  and	  also	  because	  of	  historians’	  shift	  of	  interest	  away	  from	  the	  history	  of	  human	  
development.	   	  
	  
5. After	  the	  Great	  East	  Japan	  Earthquake	  in	  2011	  
The	  Great	  East	  Japan	  Earthquake	  on	  11	  March	  2011	  and	  the	  subsequent	  triple	  explosions	  at	  the	  Fukushima	  
Nuclear	  Power	  Station21	   proved	  the	  uncontrollable	  threat	  of	  nature	  and	  also	  forced	  the	  Japanese	  society	  to	  be	  
aware	  of	  the	  feebleness	  and	  vulnerability	  of	  human	  beings.	  It	  goes	  without	  saying	  that	  many	  more	  historians	  have	  
become	  interested	  in	  the	  history	  of	  environment	  and	  natural	  disasters.	  Historians’	  voluntary	  activities	  to	  protect	  
and	  preserve	  historical	  documents	  found	  many	  more	  supports	  and	  became	  widespread.	  I	  engaged	  in	  its	  activities	  
nine	  times	  for	  twenty	  one	  days	  between	  June	  2011	  and	  the	  summer	  of	  2012.	  Many	  historians,	  including	  myself,	  
                                                   
18	   Masaki	  Masaki,	  The	  Age	  of	  Reading	  Taiheiki	  (Heibonsha,	  1999);	  OGAWA	  Kazuya,	  The	  Thoughts	  of	  the	  Nomads	  
(Heibonsha,	  2008).	   	  
19	   Reiji	  Wakabuchi,	  ‘The	  Structure	  of	  Edo’s	  Fire	  Management	  System’,	  The	  Early	  Modern	  Kanto	  History,	  58	  (2005).	   	  
20	   The	  Edo	  Archaeological	  Society	  (ed.),	  Natural	  Disasters	  and	  the	  Edo	  Period	  (Yoshikawa	  Kobunkan,	  2009).	   	  
21	   It	  killed	  15,893	  people	  with	  2,567	  missing	  (according	  to	  the	  Ministry	  of	  Police,	  10	  November	  2015)	  and	  91,552	  
evacuees	  (according	  to	  the	  Government,	  20	  July	  2015).	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experienced	  the	  impact	  of	  the	  earthquake	  first-­‐hand	  or	  through	  real-­‐time,	  live	  TV	  reporting,	  and	  their	  experience	  
helped	  them	  understand	  and	  interpret	  the	  acuteness	  and	  richness	  of	  historical	  documents	  on	  natural	  disasters	  
much	  better	  than	  before.	   	  
	  
Established	  historical	  journals	  published	  special	  issues	  on	  the	  history	  of	  natural	  disasters.	  Historical	  Journal	  
(Rekishi	  Hyoron)	  760	  (2013)	  published	  a	  special	  issue	  entitled	  “Comparative	  History	  in	  Disasters	  and	  Cities”,	  and	  




In	  addition,	  a	  remarkable	  project	  which	  produced	  The	  Environmental	  History	  of	  Japan	  (five	  volumes,	  Yoshikawa	  
Kobunkan,	  2012-­‐13)	  had	  started	  before	  the	  2011	  earthquake.	  This	  project,	  unlike	  studies	  of	  environmental	  history	  
in	  the	  1990s	  which	  were	  led	  by	  natural	  scientists	  and	  dominated	  by	  the	  environmental	  determinism,	  managed	  to	  
get	  historians	  and	  natural	  scientists	  together	  and	  became	  a	  milestone	  of	  studies	  of	  environmental	  history	  in	  Japan.	  
This	  publication	  has	  been	  followed	  by	  several	  other	  collaborative	  projects.	   	  
	  
Of	  these,	  I	  mention	  just	  two	  of	  them	  that	  are	  related	  to	  Edo.	  Nobuyuki	  Yoshida	  examined	  the	  social	  relationships	  
in	  Shinagawa,	  which	  was	  an	  inn	  town	  in	  the	  south	  of	  Edo,	  revealing	  the	  mechanism	  of	  poor	  relief	  when	  a	  famine	  
occurred	  in	  1886.22	   Shinagawa	  was	  where	  food	  riots	  started	  in	  that	  year,	  and	  in	  this	  sense	  this	  study	  forms	  part	  of	  
popular	  disturbance	  studies	  described	  earlier	  in	  this	  article.	  I,	  at	  the	  same	  time,	  point	  out	  that	  some	  kind	  of	  civil	  
engineering	  work	  often	  created	  an	  environment	  which	  helped	  cause	  floods,	  whilst	  comparing	  the	  government’s	  
responses	  to	  two	  floods	  in	  the	  capital	  and	  showing	  that	  the	  government’s	  disaster	  management	  was	  based	  on	  
administrative	  documents	  which	  both	  guaranteed	  the	  delivery	  of	  relief	  measures	  and	  prevented	  its	  
effectiveness.23	   This	  study	  makes	  reference	  to	  findings	  of	  environmental	  history	  and	  also	  brings	  a	  new	  
perspective	  into	  historical	  studies	  of	  natural	  disasters.	   	  
	  
Moreover,	  I	  will	  be	  publishing	  two	  more	  articles,	  and	  one	  of	  them	  looks	  at	  the	  recovery	  of	  an	  area	  that	  suffered	  
from	  a	  flood	  in	  1791.	  It	  reveals	  that,	  after	  the	  flood,	  people	  in	  the	  neighborhood	  group	  wanted	  to	  stay	  there	  by	  
having	  embankments	  repaired	  by	  the	  government,	  but	  the	  focus	  of	  the	  government’s	  recovery	  plans	  changed	  
from	  repairing	  embankments	  to	  clearing	  of	  the	  area	  that	  suffered	  from	  the	  flood.	  It	  is	  an	  attempt	  to	  analyze	  a	  
neighborhood	  group’s	  recovery	  from	  a	  natural	  disaster	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  government’s	  administration.24	   This	  
article	  explores	  issues	  that	  are	  in	  nature	  similar	  to	  ones	  experienced	  by	  those	  who	  suffered	  from	  the	  Great	  East	  
Japan	  Earthquake	  in	  2011.	   	   	  
	  
Another	  forthcoming	  article	  of	  mine	  is	  to	  examine	  a	  list	  of	  273	  (out	  of	  684)	  victims	  of	  a	  flood	  in	  1846.	  It	  shows	  that	  
                                                   
22	   Nobuyuki	  Yoshida,	  ‘The	  World	  Populace	  on	  the	  Periphery	  in	  the	  Last	  Days	  of	  Edo’,	  Historical	  Journal(REKISHI	  
HYORON)	  756,	  2013.	  
23	   Koichi	  Watanabe,	  Measures	  against	  Disasters	  and	  Administration	  of	  the	  Edo	  City	  Magistrate	  Office	  in	  the	  18th	  
Century,	  Historical	  Journal(REKISHI	  HYORON)	  760,	  2013.	  
24	   Koichi	  Watanabe,	  ‘Urban	  administration	  and	  civic	  society	  in	  natural	  disaster’	  Historical	  Journal(REKISHI	  HYORON),	  
forthcoming.	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most	  of	  the	  victims	  were	  mothers	  and	  their	  children,	  revealing	  that	  adult	  males	  stayed	  in	  their	  homes	  in	  the	  
affected	  areas	  in	  order	  to	  protect	  their	  property.	  This	  finding	  challenges	  our	  perception	  of	  what	  typical	  victims	  
were	  like	  in	  the	  past.25	   	  
	  




Historians	  of	  this	  and	  future	  generations	  need	  to	  enhance	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  history	  of	  natural	  disasters	  as	  
part	  of	  the	  environmental	  history	  and	  also	  to	  help	  contribute,	  to	  the	  undertaking	  to	  conceive	  the	  total	  history.	  
Practically,	  they	  need	  to	  cut	  across	  the	  silos	  that	  separate	  and	  segment	  historical	  studies	  of	  different	  types	  of	  
natural	  disasters.	  In	  Edo	  studies,	  for	  instance,	  Kuroki	  has	  looked	  into	  fires,	  whilst	  Kitahara	  has	  examined	  
earthquakes,	  but	  a	  wider	  approach	  to	  understand	  natural	  disasters	  as	  a	  whole	  by	  taking	  natural	  environment,	  
disaster	  management,	  recovery	  and	  culture	  into	  account.	  In	  doing	  so,	  it	  is	  important	  that	  disaster	  management	  
and	  recovery	  should	  be	  examined	  by	  adopting	  the	  perspectives	  of	  history	  of	  politics,	  administration	  and	  
governance.	   	   	  
	  
Moreover,	  we	  need	  to	  overcome	  the	  dichotomy	  of	  the	  natural	  and	  the	  artificial	  by	  considering	  the natural, 
physical, social environment of cities	  as	  something	  created	  as	  a	  result	  of	  a	  complex	  marriage	  of	  the	  natural	  
and	  the	  artificial.	  In	  fact,	  some	  historians	  have	  already	  attempted	  to	  understand	  the	  city	  not	  as	  a	  background	  of	  
history	  but	  as	  history’s	  independent	  variable,	  and	  there	  might	  be	  something	  we	  need	  to	  learn	  from	  such	  
attempts.26	  
	  
Finally,	  little	  has	  been	  done	  to	  understand	  the	  cholera	  epidemic	  that	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25	   ‘Victims	   of	   the	   1846	   Edo	   flood’,	   in	   Annual	   Report	   by	   Research	   Institutes	   for	   Humanity	   and	   Nature,	   Societal	  
Adaptation	   to	   Climate	   Change:	   Integrating	   Palaeoclimatological	   Data	   with	   Historical	   and	   Archaeological	   Evidences	  
(forthcoming).	   	  
26	   Rosemary	  Sweet,	  Urban	  History	  in	  Britain:	  Some	  Reflections	  on	  the	  State	  of	  the	  Field,	  TOSHISHI	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13:00-14:30	 堀地	 明「1801 年北京の水害と救荒」（90 分、質疑を含む）	 
	 
	 	 	 ＜休憩＞	 
	 
	 11 月ロンドン準備報告（質疑を含め 30 分ずつ）	 
14:40-15:10	 菅原未宇「16、17 世紀ロンドン市民の火災対応―都市政府の対策を中心に」	 
15:10₋15:40	 澤井報告「1563 年のイスタンブル大洪水再考」	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  民間當舗より官が購入した62,000件、王大臣呈	  	  	  
	  	  	  交の2,950件、民人蔡永清呈交の20,000件、合計	  






















































































The Deluge of Istanbul in 1563: a case of flood where there was no river
Kazuaki Sawai
Introduction
With the growing public concerns over the environment in the last several decades, 
historians have recently paid greater attention to natural disasters than before. In 
particular, since the Great East Japan Earthquake on 11th March 2011, Japanese 
historians have highlighted the importance of historical studies on natural disasters such 
as earthquakes.
At the same time, historians of the Ottoman Empire have just started to follow this 
trend. Despite the length and breadth of Ottoman history, which covers over 620 years 
from its establishment in north-western Anatolia to its abolishment in 1922 in the 
aftermath of the World War I and also vast territory including parts of Asia, Africa and 
Europe, only limited amount of works, with a few notable exceptions, has been done on 
its history of natural disasters. 
Even when historians of the Ottoman Empire look at the subject, their interest has 
focused only on earthquakes, primarily because Turkey, which was the central part of 
the empire, experienced a number of earthquakes, like Japan. For instance, out of the 
nineteen articles in Elizabeth Zachariadou (ed.), Natural Disasters in the Ottoman 
Empire, Rethymnon, 1999, which is one of the few examples in Ottoman historical 
studies that treated natural disasters as the main subject, as many as fourteen examined 
earthquakes.  
Needless to say, however, earthquakes were not the only kind of natural disasters that 
occurred in the Ottoman Empire. Large-scale floods also caused as significant damage 
to the society as great earthquakes. In particular, a flood in 1563 that hit Istanbul, which 
was the imperial capital at that time, had a devastating impact on the city and its 
surrounding areas. Featured in the opening part of Tarih-i Selâniki, a famous sixteenth-
century chronicle by Mustafa Selaniki, the flood is well known as “the Deluge of 
Istanbul in 1563” among historians of the sixteenth-century Ottoman Empire, but no 
historian has looked into this important natural disaster1.
                                                   
1 Çeçen, Kazım has mentioned the deluge of Istanbul in 1563 and its impact on the capital’s sewage 
system in Çeçen, Kazım, İstanbul’un Osmanlı Dönemi Suyolları, İstanbul, 2001, 43-47.
145
The Deluge of Istanbul in 1563: a case of flood where there was no river
Kazuaki Sawai
Introduction
With the growing public concerns over the environment in the last several decades, 
historians have recently paid greater attention to natural disasters than before. In 
particular, since the Great East Japan Earthquake on 11th March 2011, Japanese 
historians have highlighted the importance of historical studies on natural disasters such 
as earthquakes.
At the same time, historians of the Ottoman Empire have just started to follow this 
trend. Despite the length and breadth of Ottoman history, which covers over 620 years 
from its establishment in north-western Anatolia to its abolishment in 1922 in the 
aftermath of the World War I and also vast territory including parts of Asia, Africa and 
Europe, only limited amount of works, with a few notable exceptions, has been done on 
its history of natural disasters. 
Even when historians of the Ottoman Empire look at the subject, their interest has 
focused only on earthquakes, primarily because Turkey, which was the central part of 
the empire, experienced a number of earthquakes, like Japan. For instance, out of the 
nineteen articles in Elizabeth Zachariadou (ed.), Natural Disasters in the Ottoman 
Empire, Rethymnon, 1999, which is one of the few examples in Ottoman historical 
studies that treated natural disasters as the main subject, as many as fourteen examined 
earthquakes.  
Needless to say, however, earthquakes were not the only kind of natural disasters that 
occurred in the Ottoman Empire. Large-scale floods also caused as significant damage 
to the society as great earthquakes. In particular, a flood in 1563 that hit Istanbul, which 
was the imperial capital at that time, had a devastating impact on the city and its 
surrounding areas. Featured in the opening part of Tarih-i Selâniki, a famous sixteenth-
century chronicle by Mustafa Selaniki, the flood is well known as “the Deluge of 
Istanbul in 1563” among historians of the sixteenth-century Ottoman Empire, but no 
historian has looked into this important natural disaster1.
                                                   
1 Çeçen, Kazım has mentioned the deluge of Istanbul in 1563 and its impact on the capital’s sewage 
system in Çeçen, Kazım, İstanbul’un Osmanlı Dönemi Suyolları, İstanbul, 2001, 43-47.
145
Since there was no big river in and around the capital, one would naturally ask why and 
how such a large flood occurred in Istanbul. Without any water source nearby, the city 
depended on a vast network of aqueducts which provided water from its rural 
hinterland. So how was it affected by the deluge? This paper, using contemporary and 
historical documents as primary sources, aims to answer these questions with a view to 
drawing historical lessons out of what happened and to presenting some comparative 
perspective for international historical studies of urban natural disasters. 
I. The Ottoman Empire and Istanbul in the late sixteenth century 
In the late sixteenth century, the Ottoman Empire was reaching its zenith under 
Süleyman I (1494-1566), who was hailed as “il magnifico” by contemporary Europeans. 
At the end of his reign, Süleyman I extended the empire’s territory which included 
Ukraine in the north and Yemen and Ethiopia in the south, whilst, in the east, obtaining 
western parts of Iran from the Safavid dynasty and, in the west, edging closer to Vienna, 
which was the Hapsburg stronghold. 
The Byzantine Empire, which had dominated the Mediterranean region throughout the 
Middle Ages, had collapsed after Mehmed II the Conquire (1432-81), who was the 
great-grandfather of Süleyman I, conquered its capital Constantinople in 1453. At the 
same time, Mehmed II made Constantinople the new capital of the Ottoman Empire and 
quickly restored it from the damage caused during the decline of the Byzantine Empire 
and also by the Ottoman attack. By the end of fifteenth century, Constantinople 
established itself as a thriving imperial capital2.
However, Istanbul was hit by a devastating earthquake in 1509, only 56 years later after 
the Ottoman conquest. The extent of the damage was such that it was described as 
“Kıyamet-i suǧra”, the end of the world, in a chronicle, but it appears that the empire’s 
centralized administration helped the capital recover from the damage relatively 
quickly3.
                                                   
2 For recovery measures taken by Mehmed II, Kayoko Hayashi, “The establishment of Istanbul as 
the new Ottoman capital”, in Toru Horikawa (ed.), Islam spreading across the world (Tokyo, 1995), 
304-45 (in Japanese). This paper calls the city Istanbul, but its name changed throughout the 
Ottoman period. For instance, it was called Konstantiniyye (Ottoman spelling of Constantinople) and 
Der Saadet, which means where the peace lies. 
3 For the earthquake that hit Istanbul in 1509 and the capital’s recovery from it, Kazuaki Sawai, 
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By the mid-sixteenth century, having recovered from damages caused by wars and 
natural disasters, Istanbul developed into the capital of the mighty Ottoman Empire, 
becoming the centre of politics, economy and culture of the Middle East and the 
Mediterranean regions. However, the capital struggled to feed the rapidly increasing 
population, ending up with constant food scarcity4, whilst a great number of its migrants 
causing urban problems such as difficulty of keeping the peace5.  
II: The Deluge of Istanbul in 1563
The Deluge hit Istanbul in the midst of its rapid and complicated development into a
thriving imperial capital. One might think that the flood was caused by overflow of 
water from a big river, but, as it has been pointed out, there was no big river in and 
around Istanbul. So what caused this flood? 
The direct cause of this flood was heavy rain between 19th and 20th September 1563 
(the end of Muḥarram and the beginning of Ṣafar 971 in the Hijri year6). At the same 
time, its wider background appears to have been cooling of climate and an overall 
increase of rainfall in the Mediterranean region from the mid-sixteenth century7.
The Ottoman Empire was at the end of the long Süleyman’s reign. According to Tarih-i
Selâniki, Süleyman I was hunting in Halkalı, a valley in Istanbul’s outskirts in the 
morning of 19th September 1563. Sensing the severity of rain, Süleyman I and his 
entourage left the valley and headed for a villa in Ayastefanos8 on the southern coast. 
However, due to the heavy rain, they had to stay in the villa and were unable to go back 
                                                   
“The earthquake of Istanbul in 1509 and Subsequent recovery”, Mediterranean World, no.22, Tokyo, 
2015, 29-42.
4 Kazuaki Sawai, “Food provision in Istanbul in the late sixteenth century”, in Research Institute for 
Humanity and Nature, metropolis projects – reports from Whole Earth Urban Historical Research 
Seminar, 4, 2011, 13-31(in Japanese).
5 Kazuaki Sawai, “Migration to Istanbul in the late sixteenth century and measures towards it”, 
Annals of Japan Association for Middle East Studies, 23-1, 2007, 175-195 (in Japanese).
6 It begins its count from 622 AD, the year of the migration of Muhammad and his followers from 
Mecca to Medina. This paper uses H. for a Hijri year.
7 Some scientists call the cooling of this period “Little Ice Age”. See Kazuki Sawai, “Climate 
change and the Ottoman Empire: the cooling of the climeate during ‘Little Ice Age’”, in Tsukasa 
Mizushima (ed.), Environment and historical studies (supplement for Asia Yuugaku 136), Tokyo,
2010, 143-53 (in Japanese).
8 25 km west of Istanbul, Ayastefanos is known as the place where the Treaty of San Stefano was 
signed, which ended the Russo-Turkish War that started in 1867. Today the town is called Yeşilköy,
where Istanbul Atatürk International Airport is located. 
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to the Topkapı Palace in Istanbul. 
In the afternoon on the following day, the villa was swallowed by a torrent which was 
overflowing from the Halkalı valley towards the sea. Süleyman I, who was 69 years old, 
failing to escape from the villa, almost drowned in his room but was rescued by a 
servant who was tall and strong enough to get him on a chest of drawers. 
Around the same time, in Belgrad Ormani9, a forest with many rivers and lakes, 55 km
north of Istanbul, there occurred a large-scale flood caused by severe rain. Tarih-i
Selâniki describes the heavy rain and floods in detail: 
In the Monday morning of the end of Muḥarram and the beginning of Ṣafar 
H.971, Ｈis Imperial Majesty, admired as the refuge of the world, went to the 
valley of Halkalı for hunting. Having seen signs of rain, he hurried himself to the
İskender Çelebi garden in a village near the sea known as Aya Stefanoz. The 
moment he was about to sit down in the garden, the sky and stars suddenly 
changed their look, causing dreadful roaring thunders and blinding lightning 
strikes all over the horizon which had never been seen or heard in the past. 
The gigantic storm kept the severe rain coming down constantly throughout the 
day and night. There were 74 lightning strikes. After the time of afternoon 
worship, a flood coming out of the valley of Halkalı like tsunami, sweeping all 
the people and animals in its way. 
The flood surrounded the İskender Çelebi garden and came into the saray, almost 
destroying it from its foundation. His Imperial Majesty, admired as the refuge of 
the world, was carried on the shoulders of a well-built servant and put on a chest 
of drawers to escape the troubles. … 
At night, the flood, carrying all the debris and rubble in it, filled the arches of the 
newly-built aqueduct with them, turning all the valleys into the sea, whilst 
muddy water ran on the aqueduct and destroyed it. The aqueduct, known as 
Maǧlava, collapsed overnight with a dreadful, apocalyptic noise. And other 
                                                   
9 The forest was named after Belgrade in Serbia. It is believed that many migrants from Belgrade 
lived there. See Yalıtırık, Faik, ʻʻBelgrad Ormanı,’’ Dünden Bügüne İstanbul Ansiklopedisi, vol.2, 
İstanbul, 1994, pp.147-150.
148
aqueducts were swallowed by the sea-like flood. Those tall plane trees in 
Kağıthane turned into a summit of debris and rubble. The flood, passing 
Kağıthane, reached the town of sacred Ebu Eyyûb el-Ensarî, invading the holiest 
mosque, where the water came up to as high as one zira. 
The flood, not contained in the port of Golden Horn and the Galata straits, 
destroyed city walls and houses along the coast, turning them into ruins. Only 
very well built houses survived. Around the palace cape, where the current is 
normally very fast, the colour of the sea was different for over a week. The 
bridges in Silivri, in the Great and Litte Çekmece Lakes and in the Halkalı valley, 
however strong and well built, were unable to withstand the power and shock of 
the flood and turned into ruins.10
A closer look at Tarih-i Selâniki shows that the heavy rain that caused the flood started 
on 19th September 1563 – normally at the end of summer in Istanbul. The capital and its 
surrounding areas are in a so-called Mediterranean climate zone, and while they are free 
from typhoons or hurricanes, they are occasionally hit by low-pressure and severe weather.
For instance, Istanbul was hit by low-pressure on 9th September 2009.
The rain which continued from 19th September 1563 over a day and a night appears to 
have caused floods in two separate areas near Istanbul. The overflow of water in the 
Halkalı valley became a rapid torrent, heading towards south, and reached the Sea of 
Marmara. It was this torrent which affected Süleyman I, who was staying in a villa for
shelter. 
The severe and constant rain triggered another large-scale flood in the Belgrade Forest in 
the north of Istanbul. As in the Halkalı valley, a huge amount of rainwater turned into 
strong currents that flowed downwards towards the sea and destroyed new bridges in their
path which had been built to provide water for Istanbul. It appears that these currents 
carried debris and rubble in them as they destroyed well-built stone bridges and also as 
some historical documents sources show.
These currents passed through the Kağıthane district and reached Eyüp, a holy place at 
the rearmost part of Golden Horn. The water flooded a sacred temple there, reaching as 
high as 75 cm. The currents flowed into Golden Horn, creating storm surges that swept 
                                                   
10 Selaniki, op cit., p.1f.
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and destroyed houses along the coast, and out towards Boshporus Strait. The flood 
changed the colour of the sea for over a week. This is the second flood caused by the 
severe weather.
Tarih-i Selâniki also shows that the heavy rain and so-called “drift effect” produced storm 
surges not only in Golden Horn but also along the coast of the Sea of Marmara. This is 
probably why bridges in Silivri, 67 km west of Istanbul, and Çekmece Lakes, also in the 
west of Istanbul, which connected Europe and the capital, were severely damaged or 
destroyed.
Tarih-i Selâniki described the deluge in 1563 which did significant damage to Istanbul as 
“Afet-i semavi” (divine disaster).11 At the same time, it was referred as “tufan-ı seyl”, a 
deluge like Noah’s Flood in the Book of Genesis of the Old Testament, in Süleyman I’s 
decree to reconstruct the capital after the deluge in Mühimme Defteri, a collection of 
copies of imperial decrees.12 These descriptions show that the deluge and its damage
were seen as unprecedented at that time.
Moreover, the deluge’s damage and impact were long-lasting. Istanbul failed to cope with 
a huge amount of rainwater, but ironically, it was affected by severe and long-term 
scarcity of water in the aftermath of the deluge. This water-supply problem resulted from
the destruction of Belgrade Forrest aqueducts by one of the two floods caused by the 
heavy rain. 
As has been pointed out, Istanbul depended on a vast network of aqueducts which 
provided water from its rural hinterland since the Roman times when the capital was 
called Constantinople. Extensive water pipes were laid down, and aqueducts sent water 
from rural areas over hills and valleys to the city. 13 This water-supply system was 
severely damaged by the deluge of Istanbul in 1563. 
III. The restoration of Istanbul in the midst of water scarcity 
Little is known about what kind of activities were undertaken to recover from the 
flood’s damage in the Kağıthane district, where plane trees were submerged under the 
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water, and in Eyüp, which was on the other side of the Kağıthane district in Gold Horn, 
where its sacred mosque and mausoleum was flooded with the water level rising up to 
75cm high inside it. It is also unclear how houses along the coast of Golden Horn that 
were destroyed by storm surges were restored. As will be discussed below in detail, 
most of the contemporary accounts describe how aqueducts outside Istanbul were re-
built. This appears to suggest that the impact of the destruction of aqueducts and the 
scarcity of water caused by it was felt most serious and long-lasting in Istanbul, which 
had been developing from a city into a metropolis in this very period. 
E.12005 document kept at the Topkapı Palace Museum Archives describe how three of 
the six aqueducts in the Belgrade Forest which provided water to Istanbul, including the 
Mağlava Aqueduct referred in Tarih-i Selâniki, were destroyed by the 1563 flood in 
detail:
These are six aqueducts in total, and the flood didn’t damage three of them. 
The other three were destroyed. One of the three surviving aqueducts was the 
Güzelce Aqueduct, another the Kovak Aqueduct and the other the Orta 
Aqueduct. The flood exposed the foundations of the Güzelce and Kovak 
aqueducts, but there was no damage. 
One of the destroyed aqueducts was the Mağlava Aqueduct, another the Uzun 
Aqueduct and the other the Ayvad Aqueduct. Four of the arches on one end of 
the Mağlava Aqueduct survived, so did two on the other end, but the arches in 
the middle were all gone. All the water flowing through the aqueduct gathered 
there.
Fifteen of the arches on one end of the Uzun Aqueduct survived, and two of 
them were damaged by lightning strikes. But they didn’t collapse. On the other 
end, five arches survived, so did sixteen arches in between. Twelve arches 
between the surviving fifteen and sixteen ones were destroyed, so were two in 
between the sixteen and five surviving arches.
The Ayvad Aqueduct had one arch, where a big tree carried by the flood was 
stuck, and, as a result, the flood went over the aqueduct and destroyed all the 
middle part of it, with some of pillars on either end left survived.14 
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According to Tarih-i Selâniki, immediately after it stopped raining, Süleyman I visited 
the sites of these aqueducts with his entourage. Aiming to rebuild destroyed aqueducts 
quickly, he made Mimar Sinan15, who was Hassa Mimar Başı (principal court architect),
in charge of engineering and also Piyale Paşa16, Kaptan-ı Derya (commander-in-chief of 
the navy), and Ali Aǧa17, Yeniçeri Aǧası (commander-in-chief of the Janissary infantry), 
in charge of obtaining labourers. The Janissary infantry, which formed the core part of 
the standing army, employed a number of cadets called Acemi oǧlanı, who did 
miscellaneous duties. The navy also kept many prisoners and criminals in order to use 
them as rowers in galleys which formed the navy’s main squadron at that time. It 
appears that the Ottoman government mobilised these labourers effectively with a view 
to quickly rebuilding the severely damaged water-supply system. Tarih-i Selâniki
describes how the rebuilding project was carried out in detail: 
In the meantime, in order to restore the peace, the emperor paid a visit to all the 
aqueducts that were destroyed with all of his great ministers among all the 
senior government officials and, granting a robe of honour to Sinan Aǧa, who 
was the chief of architects (ser-mimaran) and the best architect of the time, 
ordered, “I am prepared to permit you to spend whatever is needed to rebuild 
aqueducts in a most suitable method or otherwise”. He also ordered, “To make 
captains, irregular soldiers and rowers under the command of Admiral Piyale 
Paşa and the strongest among craftsmen and cadets of the Janissary infantry 
work in rotation and make sure they make the utmost effort to complete the 
repair work. Also to promote them according to the rules and grant them ranks 
and honours”. With this edict, the provision of materials and parts for 
reconstructing the aqueducts started immediately with the utmost effort. 
Rabī‘ al-awwal in H.971 (from 10 October to 17 November 1563).18
This description shows that specially selected strong men were deployed to repair the 
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aqueducts in rotation, day and night. As it cites “I am prepared to permit you to spend 
whatever is needed”, which is believed to be Süleyman I’s own word, a vast amount of 
money was spent on the repair work. According to Çeçen, the repair of the destroyed 
part of the aqueduct system cost 9,791,144 akçe in total. The cost of building the whole 
system was 40,263,063 akçe, so the cost of the repair work amounted to almost one 
fourth of the building cost.19
Despite the large amount of money spent and labour deployed, the repair of the three 
destroyed aqueducts and also of the water supply system was not something that could 
be completed immediately. Therefore in the summer of 1564, one year after the flood, 
the water supply to Istanbul was not fully restored yet. According to Tarih-i Selâniki,
Istanbul saw severe water shortage during the heat wave and was unable to provide 
enough water for its population. As a result, the water price went up as high as 15 akçe
per bag of water brought in from the city’s hinterland, but people rushed to buy that 
expensive water.20 
At the same time, Mühimme Defteri contains an edict on 13 December 1564, more than 
a year and three months after the flood, to provide architects and joiners from the 
Rumelia area of the Ottoman Empire such as Adrianople (Edirne) and Thessaloniki 
(Selanik) for the repair of aqueducts in Istanbul.21 Another edict dated on the same day 
ordered to the governor-general in Egypt that he send 150 labourers (hammal) to 
Istanbul to help carry stones and woods for the repair of aqueducts.22 In fact, Anhegger 
quotes evidence from Menakıb-ı Sultan Süleyman which shows that the repair work 
finally completed in the year of H.972 (August and July 1565).23 Considering the fact 
that an edict to repair aqueducts was issued in late December 1564, it appears that the 
water supply system started working again around spring or early summer in 1565. 
While the recovery from the flood progressed slowly, there was some kind of limit to 
Istanbul’s flood prevention. Due to the lack of a big river in the city, prevention of flood 
caused by heavy rain required large-scale construction works such as creating regulating 
ponds and also building check dams to prevent debris flows. The coastal areas of the 
city also needed large-scale embankments to avoid damages from storm surges.
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However, in the Ottoman Empire in the late sixteenth century, it was not easy to carry 
out such flood prevention measures that required high levels of engineering skills. 
Therefore Istanbul, mainly its districts in lower parts of the city, still suffered from 
floods after the Deluge of 1563. Mühimme Defteri contains a record of a flood in 
Istanbul on 5 January1579, more than 15 years after 1563. It shows that the damage 
caused by this flood was not as devastating as the Deluge of 1563, but districts in 
Istanbul’s lower parts were flooded and an edict ordered that drain gutters in these parts 
be widened to prevent flooding in future.24 As this edict suggests, the Ottoman 
government could only undertake basic flood prevention measures such as widening 
and clearing drain gutters. 
IV. Conclusion 
This paper examined the Deluge of Istanbul in 1563 by utilising primary sources. It 
showed that the heavy rain that started on 19th September 1563 caused two separate 
floods in Halkalı and the Belgrad Forest, both of which were in the capital’s outskirts. It 
also showed that the damage along the coast of Golden Horn and the Sea of Marmara 
was probably worsened by storm surges, contrary to the accepted explanation that the 
damage was caused just by the flood. 
Although there is a limited amount of primary sources which help understand how 
Istanbul recovered from the flood’s damage, the capital’s repair works were carried out 
in the midst of water scarcity caused by the destruction of its water supply system. The 
Ottoman Empire concentrated its resources on the capital’s recovery and spent a vast 
sum of money to rebuild the water supply system by deploying labourers in rotation and 
continuing the work ceaselessly. 
However, repairing all the three aqueducts that were destroyed by the flood was no easy 
task, even with the genius of Mimar Sinan, known as the best architect of the time. Not 
until before the summer of 1565, two years after the Deluge, was the capital’s water 
supply system fully rebuilt.  
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Session 7: Responses to disasters in early modern capitals
London authorities’ responses to fires before the Great Fire of 1666
2016.11.04
Miu Sugahara (International Christian University, Tokyo)
Introduction
Fires in London before the Great Fire of 1666 has relatively been neglected by historians. Even 
when the fires in those period were mentioned, the schemes to tackle them were often regarded as 
inadequate or unenforceable. This view has been explained in two ways. First, it was due to the 
prevalence of Providentialism that made contemporaries see disasters, such as fires, earthquakes, 
irregular weather conditions and floods, as a warning from God or an omen of divine punishments1.
For example, Nehemiah Wallington, London turner, wrote of the fire that started near the northern 
end of London Bridge on 11th February in 1633, that the fire did not spread to flammables such as 
pitch that were stored along Thames Street because the air was unusually still thanks to God’s mercy. 
He then stated that the fire incidence was a warning from God to not only those who lost their 
properties in the fire but also to all Londoners who led sinful life2. Existing scholarships argue that, 
in Providential view of disasters, the stress was placed on how to repent religious life of general 
public in England and that this delayed the physical rebuilding of devastated areas and ‘scientific’ 
fire prevention actions3.
Another explanation for the lack of enforcement in London’s fire prevention schemes is economic 
priorities of Londoners. After the fire in 1212, the city’s authority introduced a regulation of building 
materials that roofs and walls should be built of fire resistant materials such as plaster, tiles and stones4.
Other cities in England occasionally followed London’s example and attempted to regulate the 
building materials for newly built buildings. However, these regulations were often ignored or
cheated. For example, many Londoners often avoided the regulation by doing dodgy refurbishment 
onto existing wooden buildings, digging up the foundation to build a cellar, and extending the house 
with poorly drawn plans to house as many tenants as possible5. After the Great Fire, the authority 
introduced the rebuilding act in 1667 to ban the building of new wooden houses and to standardise 
buildings with appropriate stories according to the width of the streets. However, the influx of 
speculative capital into London only encouraged Londoners to continue building make-shift, small 
houses that were hazardous in fires. Similarly, the implementation of the Brick Act in 1727 was 
neglected by members of the Company of Tilers and Bricklayers6.
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Thus there has been a consensus view amongst existing scholars that London’s schemes for fires 
were inadequate before the Great Fire. It is true that Providentialism, with the political support from 
Anglican Church, cast a strong influence on people’s mind in early modern England. However, to 
prevent or fight with fires, it is hard to believe that the repentance of religious life was the only 
solution. For example, after the Great Fire, indeed King Charles II ordered special services to be 
carried out in all parish churches across the country and fasting by every subjects in order to beg for 
God’s mercy as the fire was the omen potent. On the other hand, London city’s Court of Aldermen 
were taking secular measures to deal with fires by experimenting with new fire engines and the 
emergency usage of privately owned wells7.
This suggests we need to investigate whether similar community procedures were in place before 
the Great Fire. As for the lack of enforcement of the regulations due to people’s economic priorities, 
not enough is known about the situation before the Great Fire. We thus need to examine Londoners’ 
responses to each regulation. First, this paper will outline the London fires during the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries. Secondly, it will examine the City government’s actions to tackle fires. Lastly, 
it will examine Londoners’ responses to the City government’s actions. The essay will draw on the 
Repertories of the Court of Aldermen and the Journals to the Court of Common Council as well as 
the Livery Companies records.
London fires during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
This section will outline the incidences of London fires between 1495 and 16658, for the period 
which both the Repertories of the Court of Aldermen and the Journals of the Court of Common 
Council continually survive. Although the study is confined to those fires that were discussed and 
recorded by the city’s authorities, we can still see an overall trend of London fires by trawling through 
the indices9. As Table 1 shows, at least twenty five fires in the city of London were recorded between 
1495 and 1665. Amongst the cases of which the location of fire source was known, notably many 
fires started in the areas along the River Thames and around London Bridge. <Power Point> This 
accords with Keene who argues that these areas were a magnet for fires since the twelfth century 
because of their popularity as the city’s busiest entertainment area with many (restaurant) kitchens10.
Many fires happened in the winter months, and where the cause of the fire was known, every fire was 
caused by accident except for the fire caused by a lightening on St. Paul Cathedral in 1561. London 
was clearly a focal point for fires, as is compared with that Stratford-upon-Avon with the town’s five 
incidences of fire, came on top of the total 125 fires in all the provincial towns in England during the 
same period11.
Table 1 Fires in London, 1495-1665  
date place (numbers correspond to those on the map) reference 
1503.12.14 London Bridge (1) Jor 10, f. 301r. 
1518.11.09 Minoresses (2) Rep 3, ff. 245v-246r. 
1524.11.29 Broken Wharf (3) Rep 4, f. 212r. 
1528.02.11 Broken Wharf (3) Rep 7, f. 19r. 
1530.01.20 "Emperor's Head", Thames Street (4) Rep 8, f. 82r. 
                                                          
7 Miu Sugahara ‘London taika-go no Shisanjikai no Katsudo’ [The business of the Court of Aldermen after the 
Great Fire of London] (in Japanese), Rekishi Hyoron, 760 (2013), pp. 7, 10-15.
8 For fires in London before the fifteenth century, see Keene, pp. 193-198.
9 Index to the repertories of the court of aldermen, 1495-1835; Index to the journals of the court of common 
council, 1416-1811.
10 Keene, pp. 194, 198-199.
11 E. L. Jones, et. al.(eds.), A gazetteer of English urban fire disasters, 1500-1900 (Norwich, 1984), pp. 16-17, 27, 
42-43.
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1530.04.02 Vintry (5) Rep 8, f.104r. 
1536.02.17 Gracechurch Street (6) Rep 9. ff. 154r-v. 
1541.03.24 house of Richard Webbe Rep 10, f. 239r. 
1541.12.17 near Cripplegate (7) Jor 14, f. 292r. 
1561.06.04 St Paul's (8) 
Jor 17, f. 319v; Rep 14, ff. 491v-
492v; David Marcombe, 
'Pilkington, James (1520–1576)' 
Oxford Dictionary of National 
Biography (Oxford, 2004). 
1575.10. house of Jacolo Versylian Rep 18, f. 435r. 
1582.07.26 Galley Quay (9) Rep 20, f. 351r. 
1584.11.03 Cornhill (10) Rep 21, f. 107v. 
1588.09.02 Austin Friars (11) Jor 22, f. 203v. 
1588.09.10 houses of Richard Killingbeck & Phillip Skinner Rep 21, f. 587r. 
1589.11.25 Fish Street Hill (12) Rep 22, f. 119v. 
1605.05.23 Reed Lane Rep 27, f. 18r. 
1616.08.27 Bishopsgate Street (13) Rep 32, f. 341r. 
1618.06.04 Three Cranes Lane in Vintry (14) Rep 33, f. 307r. 
1623.11.15 Bread Street (15) Rep 38, f. 14r. 
1633.02.11 London Bridge (1) Rep 47, f. 128r; Booy, p. 91. 
1633.09.24 Duke's Place (16) Rep 47, f. 376v. 
1636.07.07 Cole Harbour (17) Rep 50, f. 270r. 
1655.02.12 Fleet Street (18) Rep 63, f. 267v. 
1655.03.21 Threadneedle Street (19) Rep 63, f. 301r; Booy, p. 112. 
 Note: New-style dates are used throughout.  
Schemes of firefighting by the city’s authority
What actions did Londoners take to deal with frequent fires during this period? This section will 
examine the schemes of firefighting that the city’s authority introduced, by drawing on the 
Repertories of the Court of Alderman and the Journals of the Court of Common Council. To begin 
with, we can find the different policy against fires taken by the City government from that by the 
state. For instance, on the first Sunday after the fire at the St Paul’s in 1561, James Pilkington, the 
Bishop of Durham, preached at Paul’s Cross, indicating the fire was a manifestation of God’s wrath
that was partly caused by the abuse of St Paul’s by ‘walking, jangling, brawling, fighting, bargaining 
&c. namely in Sermons & service time’. He also exhorted the audience ‘to take this as a generall 
warninge to the whole realme, & namelye to the citie of London, of some greater plage to folow, if 
amendmente of lyfe in all states did not ensue’.12
The City authority, on the other hand, does not seem to have pursued such a religious solution to 
fires. Instead, after this fire in 1561, it took secular measures to improve fire-fighting as we shall see 
later. At the same time, this does not mean the City government did not embrace Providentialism. For 
example, the entry in the Journal of the Court of Common Council, dated 3rd September 1588,
described the fire in Austin Friar in the previous night as ‘[it occurred] by the visitacon of god.13’ We 
should stress here, even though the City authority shared such providential view of fires, it was never 
contented with religious repentance promoted by the state. Indeed, we can find many examples of 
practical actions the City authority took in the sources. To take an example, on 22nd December 1589, 
the Court of Common Council appointed the committee members who were responsible for 
discussing efficient methods of firefighting. On hearing the committee’s reports, on 12th March the 
following year, the Council proposed various practical actions that we shall discuss later14. This shows 
the authority’s practical attitude towards fire disasters.
                                                          
12 James Pilkington, The true report of the burnyng of the steple and church of Poules in London (London, 1561); 
See also G. V. Blackstone, A History of the British Fire Service (London, 1957), p. 19.
13 The journals of the court of common council, 1416-1811[Thereafter Jor] 22, f. 203v.
14 Jor 22, ff. 351r, 370r-371r.
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The schemes for fires by the City authority largely focused on firefighting and fire prevention. In 
terms of schemes for firefighting, firstly, the authority issued orders of firefighting equipments. 
<Power Point> For example, on 15th October 1522, the Common Council ordered every ward in the 
City to be equipped with 24 buckets15. The Court of Aldermen requested, on 20th, 25th and 27th 
September 1537, to the City’s twelve great Livery Companies and every ward that firefighting 
equipments be held16. At the Court of the Common Council on 12th March 1590, it was decided that 
the City wards be divided into four quarters (of north, south, east and west) and that each quarter must 
collect levies to purchase 800 leather buckets, 50 ladders, 6 squirts, 24 ropes with hooks, 24 pickaxes, 
100 shovels and 12 dung forks. The authority ordered inquest men of each ward to check if their ward 
provided the levies and the equipments and, if negligence was found, to report to the Lord Mayor and 
aldermen. The Council also ordered all the public wells and pumps in the City to be repaired at the 
expense of the ward where they were located17. The Court of Alderman requested all the parish
churches in the City to hold scoops to fight the fire on 8th July 162418. In addition, the Lord Mayor 
issued a notice in 1653 and requested the parish churches to add hooks, ladders, buckets and squirts 
to their equipments for swift firefighting operation19. On 20th February the same year, the Mayor also 
ordered all the Livery Companies to hold the equipments such as buckets and pickaxes in their halls 
for emergency fires20. In the meeting on 7th October 1658, the Court of Alderman discussed whether 
each ward should be equipped with a fire engine21. These examples show that the City authority was 
promoting the installation of firefighting equipments, relying on the civic communities such as wards,
parishes and Livery Companies22.
Next, the authority appointed members of inhabitants who would be available for emergency fires. 
On 3rd June 1561 after the fire at St. Paul’s Cathedral, the Common Council ordered aldermen and a 
few members of Council who belonged to prominent Livery Companies, that they select inhabitants
who would assist firefighting. These inhabitants would maintain the equipments to fight the fire such 
as buckets, axes, saws, ladders and hooks, and would be available to assist the Mayor, aldermen and 
sheriffs in firefighting23. The Common Council decided on 12th March 1590 to appoint two bellmen 
for each quarter on the recommendation of local aldermen and the Council members, and that the 
bellmen’s salary would be funded by the levies (mentioned above). <Power Point> They were 
required to patrol the streets between 10pm and 5am and to watch for fires during the period between 
29th September and 25th March. The Common Council also ordered that the keys to the conduits, 
the source of water for firefighting, must not be kept by mere waterbearers but by the dwellers near 
the conduit whom the local alderman considered trustworthy24. <Power Point>
Thirdly, the City authority put in place the procedures to fight with fires swiftly and effectively. 
The Common Council, on 12 March 1590, as mentioned above, implemented such schemes as 
increased number of firefighters and the installation of firefighting equipments in four quarters. In 
addition, the Council announced that the efforts of firefighting should in principle be made within 
                                                          
15 Jor 12, f. 206v.
16 The repertories of the court of aldermen, 1495-1835 [Thereafter Rep] 9, ff. 266r-267r.
17 Jor 22, ff. 370r, 370v. The quarters consist of the following wards. Eastern quarter: Portsoken, Aldgate, Tower, 
Billingsgate, Bridge, Langbourn, Lime Street；Western quarter：Farringdon within, Farringdon without, Castle 
Baynard, Cheap, Aldersgate；Northern quarter：Cornhill, Broad Street, Coleman Street, Bassishaw, Bishopsgate, 
Cripplegate；Southern quarter：Queenhithe, Bread Street, Vintry, Cordwainer, Dowgate, Walbrook, Candlewick.
18 Rep 38, f. 178v.
19 Anna Milford, London in Flames: The Historic Impact of London's Fires (West Wickham, 1998), p. 42.
20 Guildhall Library[以下 GL], MS 4329/5, 1642-3.
21 Rep 66, f. 133r.
22 Ian Archer, The pursuit of stability: social relations in Elizabethan London (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 257-260; F. 
F. Foster, The politics of stability: a portrait of the rulers in Elizabethan London (London, 1977), pp. 1-7.
23 Jor 17, ff. 320r-v
24 Jor 22, f. 370v.
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each quarter and that, unless instructed by the Lord Mayor, firefighters and equipments should not be 
employed for fires in other quarters25. This rule appeared to encourage local aldermen and Council 
members to response to local minor fires without waiting instructions from the Lord Mayor that could 
delay firefighting. This division rule continued to be followed by the Common Council act of 1668 
after the Great Fire26. The same meeting in 1590 set the procedures how to fight the fire. With the 
first fire alarm, the head of every household or able male of every household in the City would 
immediately present himself at the house entrance, armed with firefighting tools. They would 
congregate to fight the fire under the instruction from the Lord Mayor or local aldermen. Household 
would hold a torch at the entrance to help the firefighting in the night27.
The Lord Mayor announced in 1643 further details on how to fight the fire. With the first fire 
alarm, all the City officers should keep the street ends and secure their safety, so ‘that the rude people 
may be kept from doing mischief’. The lanes from the water source should be manned with double 
rows of firefighters passing full buckets up to the fire source. Those citizens living on upstairs floors 
should squirt water down to the streets. Paddles of water on the streets should be brushed towards the 
central gutters so that water would flow down to the fire source. In places where water pipes ran in 
the streets, they should be opened. Citizens should fight the fire using the squirts that were held by 
either their home or the church. Flammables around the fire source should be removed before the fire 
grew. Once the fire grew, buildings in downwind should be demolished. Not only water but also soil 
and rubbish should be used to ease the fire28.
Schemes of fire prevention by the City authority
In addition to the procedures to fight the fire, the City authority implemented various schemes to 
prevent fires. Firstly, they promoted houses to be built more resistant to fires. For example, the Lord 
Major issued a notice in 1643 to request bricklayers to ensure their hearth and oven should be built 
with better foundations, to prevent a fire29. Similarly, on 11th January 1655, the Mayor and the Court 
of Aldermen issued an order to the Carpenters’ and Bricklayers’ Companies that the buildings (they 
built) should have appropriate distance between the fire and timber materials attached to the chimney 
and hearth30.
Secondly, the City authority called for Londoners to pay more attention to fires. The Lord Mayor’s 
announcement in 1643 gave thorough details of this point. That is, every head of the house or the man 
on his behalf should watch over a fire or candle. He should keep shut all the windows and doors in 
his house including those in the cellar and sealing windows, to keep out a fire caused by, say, arson. 
He should watch for smokes to prevent a fire from growing. He should watch for smell of smokes 
from wood, linen cloths or wool, and also for sound of crackling firewoods and charcoals and of fire 
flakes. If he lit a candle through the night, he should place the candle holder in a jug filled with water 
and make sure the wax dribbled into the water. If the wood beneath the hearth caught fire, he should 
pour water first instead of opening the chimney which could only fuel the fire. The Mayor’s fire 
prevention instructions were very detailed, and were printed and to be hung ‘in every man’s House.31’ 
<Power Point> That the instructions were so thorough and circulated in printed form demonstrates
the determination of the City authority to educate the citizens in the awareness of fire hazards.
Thirdly, the City authority implemented the regulations for carrying and usage of combustibles in 
                                                          
25 Jor 22, ff. 370r-v.
26 An act for preventing and suppressing of fires within the City of London, and liberties thereof (London, 1668).
27 Jor 22, f. 370v.
28 Milford, pp. 41-42.
29 Milford, p. 41.
30 GL, MS 4329/5, 1654-5.
31 Milford, pp. 40-41. The Lord Mayor’s announcement was titled as ’Seasonable Advice for preventing the 
Mischiefe of Fire, that may come by Negligence, Treason or otherwise, and is thought very necessary to hang in 
every man’s House, especially in these dangerous Times’.
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the City. For example, in the meetings on 22nd October 1538 and 28th September 1567, the Court of 
Common Council prohibited gun powder from being carried in the City32. They also banned, on 29th 
September 1567, the burning of potashes in the City, the liberties and the suburbs as it could cause a 
fire33. The Council prohibited on 22nd May 1571 all inhabitants in the City, the liberties and the 
suburbs from using dressers for finishing linen or tow cloths because it involved lighting candles34.
For the same reason, the Council banned all citizens and foreigners in the City and the liberties from 
using hot pressers for socks, on 12th March 159035. As these examples show, the authority had begun 
putting in place the regulations for carrying and usage of combustibles before they did the other two 
kinds of regulations discussed above. 
Responses from Londoners to fires and to the authority’s fire prevention schemes
So far we have examined the practical actions taken by the City authority in firefighting and fire 
prevention. How did other London citizens respond to the authority’s regulations, and to the fires that 
frequented the City? The rest of the essay will examine this as much as the sources allow by drawing 
on the Livery Companies records. Firstly, let us examine how Londoners responded to the various 
schemes implemented by the City authority. They were largely cooperative in terms of the supply and 
installation of firefighting equipments. For instance, on receiving the Mayoral order on 20th February 
1643, that all the Companies be installed with the equipments, the Carpenters’ Company immediately 
decided upon the purchase of 18 leather buckets, 3 ladders, 2 hooks, 4 pickaxes, 5 shovels and 2 iron 
dung forks36. However, how cooperative the Companies were varied over time and from company to 
company 37 . The example of the Grocers’ Company, the second highest company in the rank, 
illustrates this. The Grocers’ Company decided, on 23rd January 1590, to equip their Hall with 48 
buckets, 2 short ladder, a long ladder, a long and a short hook and 36 pikes38. As the Company had 
been already requested in 1537 by the Court of Aldermen to install these equipments, it appears that 
they were negligent of the earlier request. When the Company finally decided to install the 
equipments in 1590, the decision seems to have voluntarily been made ‘accordinge to theire good 
discrecons’39, rather than because they followed the authority’s order.
Secondly, we will examine how Londoners responded to the authority’s building regulations to 
prevent fires. As we discussed earlier, the Mayor and the Court of Aldermen issued the order that 
houses should be built with the appropriate distance between chimney and hearth on 11th January 
1655. The Carpenters’ and Bricklayers’ Companies, to whom the order was addressed, immediately 
discussed this. However, because the original solution that some aldermen suggested was not 
satisfactory to the two Companies, they suggested the Mayor and the Court of Aldermen that they 
would come up with a joint proposal. Although the joint proposal had to be postponed as the two 
Companies failed to agree on issues, the Carpenters’ Company submitted a proposal of five solutions 
to the Mayor and the Court of Aldermen on 18th January the same year. That is, first, if the chimney 
was to be above the truss, the chimney should be installed 2 feet 6 inches away from the upside of 
the truss. The same distance should be kept from the truss and the floor. Second, all chimneys should 
be installed 2 feet and 9 inches away from the wall behind and joists. Third, no timber material should 
                                                          
32 Jor 14, ff. 113r, 336v.
33 Jor 19, f. 66r.
34 Jor 19, f. 329v.
35 Jor 22, f. 371r. 
36 GL, MS 4329/5, 1642-3. The present author studied two other Livery Companies records (the Grocers’ and 
Fishmongers’ Companies) and they were also installed with firefighting equipments. GL, MS 5570/3, 1639/40 
January 27; GL, MS 11588/1, f. 416r.
37 For example, social unrest during the Civil War as seen in the Mayoral announcement in 1643 (in ‘dangerous 
Times’) might have encouraged the citizens to cooperate with the authority’s schemes for dealing with fires.
38 GL, MS 11588/1, f. 416r.
39 GL, MS 11588/1, f. 416r.
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be used in building a chimney except for the use in (hearth) mount, torsel, and vents. Fourth, chimneys 
should not be installed on the wooden floor. Five, no oven or furnace should be installed in a room 
unless its walls were at least one foot thick. The Carpenters’ Company submitted the proposal and 
requested the Mayor and the Court of Aldermen that these five standards should be applied to every 
master and artisan in the City and the liberties40. Such negotiation between the City authority and the 
Carpenters’ and Bricklayers’ Companies illustrates the Companies’ overall agreement with the 
authority’s schemes but also their determination to keep the initiative to administrate the schemes.
Lastly, we will examine how Londoners reacted to the regulations for carrying and using 
combustibles. These regulations appear to have been unpopular amongst them. To begin with, as we 
have seen, the City authority had to issue the ban on carrying in gun powder twice, which suggests 
the order was neglected. In addition, according to the Companies records, even after the second ban 
in 1542, some Companies were still holding gun powder in their halls41. Also the ban on the use of 
hot pressers, issued on 12th March 1590, was also lifted for hatters who had used hot pressers to 
finish their products for centuries (the meeting on 29th May the same year)42. Presumably the hatters 
in London made a petition against the ban. This example may suggest that economic priorities of 
businesses hindered the authority’s regulations for combustibles, in the same way as the building 
regulations were often compromised, as existing studies argued.
However, Londoners did not always place their economic priorities before the authority’s 
regulations for combustibles. An incidence of the Fishmongers’ Company was recorded on 25th 
October 1604 in the minutes of the Company’s Court of Assistants. That is, the Company fined its 
member Richard Prestbury for drying his herrings in the City. Why was he fined for drying herrings? 
According to the same records, another member Thomas Stanner was also drying his herrings in his 
house in the previous evening but the smoke from drying grew and flooded in his neighbourers’ house. 
Neighbourers were panicked with the fear of a fire, and not only as many as five hundred people 
rushed to the scene but also it caused a fire alarm in the City43. As this shows, not only cloths finishing 
and socks hot pressing, but also herring drying involved the use of fire. This example of the 
Fishmongers’ Company shows that the Company took self-regulatory procedures to prevent the fire, 
even if that would sometimes interfere with their businesses.
Conclusions
This essay has examined the schemes for dealing with fires that City government implemented 
and Londoners’ response to them, during the period between the early sixteenth century and the eve 
of the Great Fire. Its findings are following. London experienced significantly more fires than any 
other towns in England did. Although the City government shared the contemporary view of disasters 
influenced by Providentialism, instead of focusing on spiritual solutions, they implemented practical 
schemes for both fighting and preventing fires.
They included the quarter system for firefighting, which continued to function after the Great Fire. 
The authority’s efforts sometimes were hindered by economic priorities of the citizens. However, the 
citizens overall responded positively to the authority’s schemes regardless whether they simply 
followed them or they preferred to take the initiative to carry them out. In particular, the example of 
the Fishmongers’ Company who voluntarily self-regulated herring drying even without the 
authority’s intervention is interesting because it could challenge the existing view that Londoners 
were reluctant to participate in fire prevention schemes.
                                                          
40 GL, MS 4329/5, 1654/5 January 16, 1654/5 January 25.
41 GL, MS 4329/5, 1648 June 24; GL, MS 11588/1, f. 416r.
42 Jor 22, f. 388v.










































週間の合計が 9名から 14 名そして 17名へ，6月に入ると 43名，112名，168名，そして
267名へと増えていった。局地的に始まった病は大都市ロンドン全体に拡大し，8月の前半
までには教区の 3 分の 2 から疫病による死者が報告され，週の死者数の合計は 2,800 名を

















































リアム・ファリナー《William Farriner……通例聞くのは Thomas Farrinerなので，もしかすると筆者
































で，市参事会員を 3年務めただけで 1665年 9月に市長職に昇進した。戦前《イギリス内戦
前》では市長になる前に 8～10 年かかるのが通例であり，市長の周りは長年勤務してきた
経験豊富なさまざまな仲間が固めているというのが常であった。だが王政復興以来，新し








































John Oliver, and Robert Hooke》を測量官に任命し，私的財源を認定する手続きが始まった。1667































































Cities and disasters 
 
1 
‘The two greatest disasters that ever befel our Nation’: 
plague and fire in seventeenth-century London 
 
Introduction 
London on the eve of the Fire was, as Thomas Vincent said, ‘the strength and 
treasure of the nation’: by far the largest, richest, most populous, and most diverse 
urban centre in Britain. London’s population had multiplied four or five times over the 
preceding century, and on the eve of the 1665 plague was probably well over 
400,000. The Restoration of 1660 brought back the monarchy and a revival of court 
life, as well as encouraging migrants seeking employment, business, and pleasure or 
entertainment. 
But London was also a troubled and politically fragile city. Civic authority had been 
undermined by faction and the rapid turnover of its leaders in recent years. The 
Restoration settlement also ushered in an era of reprisals for past opposition, and 
hard-line Anglicanism clamped down on religious nonconformity. There were still 
political and religious dissenters in the capital, increasingly persecuted and alienated 
by the new regime, and fears of sectarianism remained vivid; but so too did fears of 
Catholics or papists, especially given the toleration of Catholicism at court. War with 
the Dutch Republic brought fears of attack from the sea as well as interruptions to 
trade. 
 
In this paper I want to focus on three phenomena: the plague of 1665, the fire of 
September 1666, and the rebuilding of the city thereafter. Each challenged the 
government of London at all levels, and each revealed different strengths and 
weaknesses in that government, that taken together give us a fuller picture of the 
whole.  
 
Plague and responses to plague 
Even though plague had been absent for some 20 years, and the last serious 
epidemic was nearly 30 years in the past, Londoners in 1665 were able to situate 
themselves in time and compare their experience with others. They knew that 
epidemics of varying severity had come and gone in the past; that a handful of 
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plague deaths here and there were not significant, but that a sustained rise in weekly 
plague deaths in early summer was; that the geography of plague was important; 
that the disease normally peaked in late summer; and that the onset of cold weather 
usually brought relief. Their shared knowledge was bolstered by a flood of books, 
pamphlets and broadsides published during the epidemic. 
In the late spring of 1665, fears of an epidemic took hold. Rumours were spreading 
before the end of April, but fears were not confirmed till mid-May, when weekly totals 
of plague deaths, reported to the parish clerks’ company and forwarded to the crown 
and the City before being published in the Bills of Mortality, rose from 9 to 14 to 17, 
and then in June from 43 to 112 to 168 to 267. From a localised start the disease 
spread across the metropolis, until by early August 2/3 of parishes were reporting 
plague deaths, and the weekly total was over 2,800 deaths. The worst week was 12-
19 September, when over 7,000 people died of plague, in almost every parish. After 
that deaths declined almost as sharply as they had risen, though there were still 283 
plague deaths in the last week of December. 
London had experience in responding to plague. The leaders of the city were 
supported by an effective bureaucracy, ready to implement the Plague Orders, a 
coherent emergency plan activated when an epidemic seemed imminent. The Plague 
Orders dated from the 16th century, but were regularly revised and updated. They 
derived from the Privy Council and were informed by medical thinking including 
continental practice, but they were imposed and enforced by the city authorities.  
Officials were appointed and instructed. Regulations were issued on the quarantining 
of infected persons and houses, and their support; on burial; the disposal of 
household goods; keeping the environment clean; getting rid of dangerous or 
disorderly elements. Even if the orders were not fully observed, they provided a 
framework of expectation and delineated the hierarchy of responsibility. In addition 
to the Plague Orders, the Mayor and Aldermen meeting through the summer issued a 
stream of other precepts, concerning the expansion of accommodation at the Pest-
house, the appointment of physicians and surgeons, the closure of Grammar and 
other schools (especially dancing and fencing schools), the provision of further burial 
space as the city’s churchyards filled up.  
Civic leaders, for the most part, stayed at their posts, and social order was largely 
maintained. The smaller cogs in the machine got on with their work. Much of the 
responsibility fell on the lowest tier of local government, the parish, where 
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community representatives and an array of officers and employees co-operated to 
manage everyday business. Local systems continued to work remarkably well, even if 
under increasing strain as the scale of the epidemic rose and human and financial 
resources were more and more stretched. 
Though badly hit by the epidemic, therefore, London began to recover. Parish and 
city government replaced lost personnel and continued to function. The usual large 
annual inflows of migrants from other parts of Britain increased, as was customary 
after an epidemic, to fill the social and economic niches vacated by the dead. After a 
poor summer for trade, contacts and commerce began to flow again. Thomas Sprat, 
returning to the city, noted that ‘there appear'd almost the same throngs in all 
publick places, the same noise of business, the same freedom of convers, and with 
the return of the King, the same cheerfulness returning on the minds of the people 
as before’. 
But London was still damaged, with its financial resources stretched by the increased 
costs of poor relief and public management, as well as the decline in revenues from 
trade and commerce; many individuals were poorer, and the middling sort, the 
backbone of local society, had been badly hit. Social tensions too were increased by 
the tendency of the wealthy elite, notably the royal court, to quit London while the 
epidemic was raging, returning only when it was safe to do so. 
 
The Fire 
in London, the summer of 1666 was long and hot; though fears of plague recurred, 
and deaths continued at well over 100 a month until the autumn, there was no 
repeat of the outbreak.  
But what happened next was entirely unexpected, unprecedented indeed; Londoners 
had little experience of a major disaster in the form of fire. Certainly there had been a 
notable fire on London Bridge in 1633, and a fearful explosion in Tower Street in 
1649 which killed dozens. Twenty houses were burned down in Threadneedle Street 
in March 1655, and allegedly 60 houses and a brewery and maltstore in Southwark 
later that year. But contemporaries – apart from those directly afflicted – seem to 
have treated these as occasions for wonder and moralising and perhaps a certain 
degree of voyeuristic excitement. 
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The fire of September 1666 started in the middle of the city, in William Farriner’s 
bakehouse in Pudding Lane, in the early hours of Sunday 2 September. Fairly soon it 
was out of control, and fanned by a strong easterly wind it spread rapidly, jumping 
from house to house and easily crossing streets and open spaces, eventually leaping 
the city wall and Fleet river. Most of the spread was westward, but it also burned 
upwind along Thames Street, where huge quantities of highly flammable marine 
stores were laid. Presumably once it had taken hold, the increased temperatures it 
generated helped it to spread and made it harder to contain. Attempts to extinguish 
it were in vain, and even more determined efforts to create firebreaks by blowing up 
houses were not always effective. After four days, by which time it had reached 
Smithfield and the Temple nearly a mile from its starting point, the Fire was stopped 
as much by the slackening of the wind as by human efforts. 
Taking stock, while few lives were lost, the damage to the city’s fabric and its wealth 
was barely calculable. It was estimated that some 13,000 houses were burned, 
rendering perhaps 60,000 people homeless; numerous public buildings, from the 
Royal Exchange to Guildhall; 89 parish churches and St Paul’s cathedral; and millions 
of pounds worth of domestic and commercial goods.  
One of the enduring stories of the fire is the failure of the City, and in particular the 
Lord Mayor, Thomas Bludworth, to take effective action. He is said to have ignored 
the possibility that a minor fire might grow out of hand, and to have been wavering, 
fearful, and indecisive when it became a major cataclysm. As a successful merchant, 
he cannot have been incompetent, but as Lord Mayor he seems to have lacked 
authority and leadership. Samuel Pepys had already clashed with him over the 
impressment of men for the navy, and thought him ‘a mean man of understanding 
and despatch of any public business’, and Bludworth is damned by Pepys’s 
description of him crying ‘like a fainting woman, “Lord, what can I do? I am spent! 
People will not obey me. I have been pull[ling] down houses. But the fire overtakes us 
faster than we can do it.”’  
This is where the recent political history of London had an impact. Bludworth was a 
relative newcomer from one end of the political-religious spectrum, a royalist, 
Episcopalian Anglican. His rise was rapid: he was promoted to the mayoralty in 
September 1665 after only 3 years as alderman, as the senior alderman not yet to 
have held the office. The norm in pre-War times was more like 8-10 years of service 
before becoming mayor, and a mayor would normally have an array of long-serving 
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and experienced colleagues. But since the Restoration the turnover of new men had 
been rapid, and the majority of the 26 Aldermen had in fact been elected during 
1666. As individuals they mostly lacked the solid public reputation based on 
experience, length of service, and uncontroversial politics that civic rulers tended to 
rely on, and they certainly did not have a long history of collaboration as governors 
of a troubled city.  
It may also be worth noting that the parish vestry, so vital to the response to plague, 
and normally effective at local fire-watching and fire-fighting, did not have the means 
or organisation to fight a fire on this scale. Local officialdom had suffered during the 
plague, losing quite a number of clerks, churchwardens, and middling-sort 
householders and vestrymen. Because of the time of year, many of the merchants 
and traders – perhaps the sort of men who might have been expected to take a lead 
in organising evacuation and practical action against the spread of fire – were absent 
in the country. So neither the structure nor the personnel of city government was 
well-equipped to deal with kind of crisis, and it was the military and its leaders, and 
especially the king and duke of York, who were the most active and effective on the 
ground. 
 
Recovery after the fire 
That is not to say that the civic authority did not pull itself together in the aftermath 
of the Fire and take action to organise relief, relocate civic business, and press for 
Parliamentary legislation to enable the rebuilding. There was an enormous amount to 
do and by and large it got done, though sometimes only at the expense of some 
rights and liberties.  
The City faced  a range of problems, some pressingly urgent, some more long-term. 
Immediate issues included relief and support for the people of London made 
homeless by the Fire; assessing the extent of damage; public order, including 
investigating the causes of the fire and defending the city against possible further 
attack. After the first few days, when it became clear that grand schemes were 
unworkable and that the only way to rebuild was along previous lines, there were still 
numerous decisions to be taken, many of them depending on others. While housing 
types and dimensions were prescribed and general street-widths given in the first 
Rebuilding Act (which was not itself passed until February 1667), the changes to 
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street-lines still had to be specified in detail so that their impact on individual house-
sites was known. Individuals needed certainty of the foundations on which they could 
rebuild. The value of private land taken for street-widening or other public good 
would have to be assessed and reimbursed. But what resulted from this, thanks to 
the City’s strong administrative traditions and its recognition that the process had to 
be robust, transparent, and inspire confidence, was a complex but orderly procedure 
that allowed rebuilding to begin, and that generated a detailed paper trail.  
Over March to May 1667 the details of street improvements were agreed and the 
lines staked out, the city appointed surveyors Peter Mills, John Oliver, and Robert 
Hooke, and the process of certifying private foundations began. Between May 1667 
and December 1673, they surveyed between them some 8,000 foundations, issuing 
certificates that allowed the property holder to begin to rebuild, and to claim any 
compensation due if land was taken for street-widening or other public amenities.  
This set of practical procedures was backed up by the institution of a special court of 
judicature, the Fire Court, to resolve differences over allocating the cost of rebuilding 
between landlord and leaseholder. The Fire Court did most of its work between 1667 
and about 1673, though a tail of cases ran on to the late 1670s, and heard over 
1,500 cases; by establishing the principles on which the cost of rebuilding was to be 
shared, they encouraged many more parties to come to agreement without litigation.   
While the City has been criticised both for its weak response to the emergency of the 
fire itself, and for its resistance to major town-planning changes in the rebuilding, the 
response to the wholesale administrative challenges facing it after the Fire was 
strong and effective. Arguably it was the same traditionalist, conservative, 
procedure- and precedent-bound mindset that stifled initiative and innovation when 
faced with a crisis, that also delivered an efficient and workable organisational 
structure that carried the rebuilding forward. The City administration was very aware 
that it governed by consent and collaboration, not coercion; it relied on the co-
operation of city and local office-holders and the citizens, even more in these 
exceptional times than normal. Certainly London would not be rebuilt except with 
private effort and finance, and the City’s task was to restore confidence in London’s 
future and in the process by which it would be secured. So rebuilding was 
characterised by logical organisation, by visible efforts to guarantee fairness and 
equity, and by the participation of the citizenry in all stages of the process.  
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The relationship of plague and fire 
While we can study Plague and Fire as distinct phenomena, if we are hoping to assess 
their importance in the development of London we cannot separate them. Their 
effects were too complex and too interdependent. And it’s fair also to note that 
Londoners saw them as parts of a single pattern, within a providential world-view. 
It was obvious to contemporaries that London was suffering a divine judgment; while 
God’s purposes could not be discerned with certainty, the sequence of war, plague 
and fire was a clear indication of his mounting displeasure. There was no necessary 
clash between religious and medical responses to plague: the plague was not ‘at all 
the less a Judgment for its being under the Conduct of humane Causes and Effects’ 
[Defoe, p. 153]. The remedy must be repentance and reform. In 1665 the Crown and 
the City Corporation ordered fasts, prayers, and sermons, as well as a clamp-down on 
loci of morally dubious activities such as playhouses and alehouses. Likewise, reaction 
to the Fire was that it was a judgment even if, as was suspected, Dutch, French or 
Catholics had a hand in it. ‘How this begun the minds of persons are much divided 
about, & mean what instrument the lord made use of,’ wrote a Captain John in the 
immediate aftermath, ‘but all agree in this that it was come on by the just anger of 
the Lord’. The first official response to the Fire was the proclamation of a day of 
humiliation and fasting on 10 October. An obvious parallel for what had happened to 
London was the destruction of Jerusalem, a point made in contemporary sermons; 
Rome and Sodom were also mentioned. Reviewing plague and fire together, in ‘God’s 
terrible voice in the city’ (1667), John Vincent argued that London’s disaster was a 
warning to England; a severe judgment, but one meant to forestall one yet more 
severe. The ‘pestilential visitation’ had been evidence of God’s ‘more than ordinary’ 
judicial dispensation, and the city’s failure to be reformed even after 20 years of 
trials an ongoing affront.  
 
But, as we have seen, even under a sense of judgment, Londoners remained resilient 
and set about the successful rebuilding of their city and society. There was an 
outpouring of positive literature, arguing that the city would rebound and rise like a 
Phoenix from its ashes, or that ‘from our ruined city may arise, Another whose high 
towers may urge the skies’. And even Sprat, who saw plague and fire as ‘the two 
greatest disasters that ever befel our Nation’, commented on the ‘vigour and 
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resolution’ of Londoners, and argued that the one would promote medical research 

















はそのなかでも低い方に属する。また、日本各地の 9 地点における古日記の天候記載から 
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1783,1784 年の大飢饉により東北地方は約 30 万人の餓死者を出した 9。この東北地方か
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60 日間で延べ 16,038,000 人が参詣したという当時の知識人による試算もある。これも、
東北地方で大量の餓死者が出ているなかで盛んに江戸では行われていた。1783 年は 29 回、












ていた。東北地方を中心とした大飢饉の影響で行き倒れ人が多発していた 1784 年 2 月に
は、住居のない人間を収容する施設[無宿小屋]を設置した 14。さらに同年 5 月には 3 万石
という大規模な米の廉価販売を行った 15。同年 7 月の疫病流行に対しては、民間で入手可
能な植物を用いて薬を作る方法を記した印刷物を配布した 16。これは 1733 年の先例 17に
倣ったものである。 
1786 年の大水害に対しては、広大な床上浸水地域で屋根上や二階に残された人たちを助
けるために、民間の船を有償で多数組織化して 4133 人を救助し、18 日間で延べ 137,750
人の被災者に握飯を支給した。これに必要な白米は 270.5 石であった 18。この水害を契機
11 原田信男『江戸の食生活』（岩波書店、2009 年、初版は 2003 年）。 
12 比留間尚「江戸の開帳」（西山松之助編『江戸町人の研究』2、吉川弘文館、1973 年）、
同『江戸の開帳』（吉川弘文館、1980 年）。 
13 Andrew Zolli and Ann Marie Healy, Resilience, 2012, Japanese translation, 
Tokyo,2013. 
14 『東京市史稿 救済篇』（東京市、1921 年）1、1039 頁。 
15 『東京市史稿 産業篇』（東京都、1985 年）29、68-72頁。 
16 『東京市史稿 救済篇』（東京都、1921 年）1、1044 頁。 
17 中山学「享保飢饉の疾病対策--江戸幕府頒布の「薬法書」の内容と性格」『法政史学』60, 
2003 年。 
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に再び米価が高騰したため、同年閏 10 月に、14000 人の貧民に白米合計 250 石の支給を
決定し、年内に半分を支給した 19。1787 年春に残り半分も支給した。1787 年春には麦の
不作が判明したため、極貧者を選定して米を支給した。これは全体で 160 石という量であ
った 20。 
















の対象は多く見積もっても 2 万人を超えることはなかったであろう。のちに述べる 19 世
紀に入ってからの救済人数からすれば桁違いの少なさである。単一災害ごとの対応として
小出しに救済を繰り返したことは、問題を先送りしているだけであったことが確かであろ
注 10 前掲. 
19 『東京市史稿 産業篇』（東京都、1985 年）30、p529。 
20 『東京市史稿 産業篇』（東京都、1986 年）30、809 頁。 
21 竹内誠『寛政改革の研究』（吉川弘文館、2009 年、関係部分の初出は 1967 年）p333。 





































価が下がってきたとして 9 月に廃令された。 
 さらに、1786 年 7 月の関東大水害の影響で米価が高騰したため、9 月にも同趣旨の法令
を出した。これにより大坂からの米移入は活発化したが、米穀商と同法令に基づいて米を
扱うようになった商人が買い占めてしまい、市場に放出しなかったため米価は低下しなか
った。米価がさらに騰貴した 1789 年 5 月にも同令を再び発令するが、1784 年の教訓から
日本各地で自地域の食糧確保に努めたため、全く効果なく、かえって米価は暴騰した 27。 











27 以上は全て、岩田浩太郎『近世都市騒擾の研究』（吉川弘文館、2004 年）。 
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の状況であった。1 日のうち複数回、現場の役人から町奉行を経て老中への状況報告がな

























場合は、この 4 年間に 11 回の火事見舞いが確認できる。一例を挙げれば、1783 年[天明
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37 1786 年大水害に関しては、町奉行所の水害記録 140 冊のうちの 38 冊目[旧幕府引継書
「出水一件」38 ｺﾏ 34、産 30p351-358、救済 2p23,24]、町奉行所の行政先例集約 200 冊
のうちの 1 冊目[「南撰要類集」1、産 30p529]。1846 年水害に関しては、町会所の水害記
録[出水御救一件ｺﾏ 62-70]、町奉行所の水害記録 140 冊のうちの 100 冊目[旧幕府引継書「出





































38 『東京市史稿 救済篇』２における 1801-1817 年[享和から文化期]の救済事例による。 
39 牛米努「明治初年における東京府の都市下層民対策」（『史叢』（日大）28、1981 年）。 
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 1832 年 4 月に起きた滝沢馬琴宅の近所の火事の場合は、自身は類焼していないが、「近
火見舞い」を貰っている。被災しなくても見舞いをやりとりする風習があったことがわか
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State and Private Responses to the Complex Succession of Disasters 
 in Edo during the 1780s  
 
Koichi Watanabe 
Translated by Mina Ishizu 
 
 
1. The Complex Succession of Disasters during the 1780s 
‘A complex succession of disasters’ in this essay refers to the succession of disasters that hit 
Edo during the 1780s. Namely, the volcanic eruption of Mt Asama in August 1783 (180 km 
northwest of Edo), the great famine of 1783-84, an epidemic in August 1784, the great fires 
in January 1785 and February 1786, the great flood in the Kanto Plain in August 1786, a bad 
harvest in the autumn of 1786 and the following year and food riots in June 1787. The term 
‘complex’ refers to the causal link between disasters such as the famine that caused the 
outbreak of an epidemic and the eruption that worsened flood damage. 
 
Research of early modern Japanese climate has significantly improved since the beginning of 
this century. Climate reconstruction using the tree rings database for Asia has revealed the 
lower summer-months temperatures in East Asia in early modern era1. This graph shows the 
changes in the average summer-months temperatures of East Asia during the early modern 
period, based on the data covering the past 1200 years. Note that the date includes other 
regions of East Asia as well as Japan. The overall temperature during this period was below 
the average temperature over the past 1200 years and the average temperature of the 1780s 
was one of the lowest. We can calculate standard deviation in occurrence rate of sunny days 
during the 1780s from the average rates between 1770s and 1850s by extracting the data 
from historical diaries that mentioned the weather in nine different regions in Japan. The 
result clearly shows a decline in the occurrence rate of sunny days during this period in 
north-east Japan.2 
 
The eruption of Mt Asama in July 1783 was smaller compared to that of Mt Laki in Iceland in 
June of the same year. Its impact on Japan’s climate was believed to be limited as the ashes 
from the Asama did not reach the stratosphere. Large amount of ashes from the Laki on the 
other hand did reach the stratosphere, which is considered to have affected the climate in 
Japan3. The ashes from the Asama some of which fell on Edo, did not cause serious damage 
to the city because the early modern technologies did not rely on combustion engines nor 
electricity. However, a mudflow from the Asama travelled along rivers to reach the Edo Bay 
and its ashes fell on large areas in east southeast of Edo4. Research by civil engineering 
studies has revealed that ash deposits from the Asama that flowed river’s in the Kanto Plain  
caused  the great flood two years later by raising the riverbeds5. 
 
Edo experienced a number of major fires every few years with the ones in 1652 and 1772 
being particularly well known. The city was particularly prone to fire spread   due to wind 
because of its location on the Pacific Coast causing dry weather with strong north-westerly 
gales in winter months.  
 
The direct cause of a flood was typhoons or torrential rains brought by a stationary front. I 
used to attribute the cause of the great flood in July 1786 to a typhoon due to its typhoon-
prone time of year but I am now more convinced that it was caused by torrential rains. 
                                                
1 The graph is based on the latest data provided by Professor Takeshi Nakatsuka. Cook, E. R., P. J. Krusic, K. J. 
Anchukaitis, B. M. Buckley, T. Nakatsuka, M. Sano and PAGES Asia2k Members (2013) Tree-ring reconstructed summer 
temperature anomalies for temperate East Asia since 800 C.E. Climate Dynamics, 41, 2957-2972 doi:10.1007/s00382-012-1611-x41. 
2 Latest and unpublished work by Dr. Junpei Hirano. 
3 Disaster Management Committee, ‘Reports on Volcanic Eruption of Mt Asama in 1783’  
(http://www.bousai.go.jp/kyoiku/kyokun/kyoukunnokeishou/rep/1783-tenmei-asamayamaFUNKA/ 2006). 
4 Takashi Okuma, The History of River, Flood and Flood Control – From Suppression to Acceptance 
(Heibonsha, 1988). 
5 Nakai Family Papers 3, ‘Diary Volume 5’ （National Institute of Japanese Literature archives) 
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Although some secondary sources mentioned rains and gales around the time of the flood, 
other four sets of primary sources contained no mention of gales. According to a reliable 
contemporary diary source, heavy rains continued over three days before and after the flood6. 
This points to torrential rains since a heavy rain that accompanies a typhoon normally only 
lasts a few hours. 
 
The climate conditions of Japan that often caused damaging floods and fires were due to the 
country’s location at the eastern edge of the Asian Monsoon climate zone. The country has 
also experienced great earthquakes and volcanic eruptions because the Japanese archipelago 
lies upon where the Pacific Plate moves into the Eurasia Plate. Although the country was 
largely free from major earthquakes between 1783 and 1787, not only the eruption of the 
Asama in 1783, but there were continuous eruptions on a small island of Aogashima, 360 km 
south of Edo between 1780 and 1785. In Edo where minor trembles of the eruptions were 
often felt, no physical damage was actually caused but social anxieties still spread. 
 
Many historians only studied the natural disasters during 1783 and 1787 as the cause of food 
riots in 17877 and they were primarily interested in private relief activities that reflected the 
class relationship between rioters and targeted wealthy merchants. On the other hand, they 
paid little attention to disaster responses taken by the Bakufu government8. 
To fill these gaps in historiography, this essay will look at food riots as a crisis in the same 
way as fires and floods were and will also discuss how the government responded or reacted 
to these crises. It goes without saying that disasters were a cause of social crises whilst food 
riots were a form of social crises. 
 
2. Edo society from the viewpoint of disasters 
  
The great famine of 1783-84 killed some 300,000 people in north-east Japan9. Refugees 
from north-east Japan as well as northern Kanto area flooded into Edo from January to March 
of 1784 and many died on the street. Rising rice and commodity prices also hit townspeople’s 
life, as shown in the rice price changes graph here. On the one hand Edo was suffering, on 
the other hand it was the city of sightseeing and gastronomic pleasure. 
 
How much did people of Edo enjoy indulgence in foods in the 1780s?  
A comparison between donated items given by townspeople in flood disasters in 1742 and 
1786 will provide some insights. Townspeople donated food and other items to the shelter 
for the flood victims. A total of 89 individuals and groups/organisations made donations in 
1742 of which most food items were rice balls and rice porridge. In 1786, on the contrary, 
not only rice-based foods but also a variety of food items were donated despite it being in a 
time of famines. They included pickled plums, dried fish, cooked dishes and even sweets10. 
This suggests, not only that variety of townspeople’s everyday diet had improved, but also 
that even those affected by a flood were able to consume a variety of foods in Edo whilst 
many were starving in north east. It should be noted that historians of food and diet also 
argue that Edo society enjoyed an indulgence of foods by showing thriving food stalls and 
cookery book publications in Edo11. 
 
                                                
6 Kotaro Iwata, A Study of Disturbances in Early Modern Cities（Yoshikawa Kobunkan, 2004）. 
7 Nobuyuku Yoshida, Social Structures in Early Modern Big Cities（University of Tokyo Press, 1991) ; Itoko 
Kitahara, Social History of Cities and Poverty（Yoshikawa Kobunkan, 1995). 
8 Isao Kikuchi, The Early Modern Period of the Age of Hunger (Yoshikawa Kobunkan, 1997); ditto., 
Understanding the Early Modern Society through Hunger (Azekura Shobo, 2003). 
9 Koichi Watanabe, Measures against Disasters and Administration of the Edo City, Rekishi Hyoron(Historical 
Journal) 760, 2013. 
10 Nobuo Harada, Diet in Edo（Iwanami Shoten, 2009 (First edition 2003)）. 
11 Hisashi Hiruma, Temple Openings in Edo（in Matsunosuke Nishiyama (ed.) The Studies of Edo’s 




As for Edo’s sightseeing, temple visiting was one of the most popular leisure activities12. 
Temples in Edo   occasionally opened their treasured Buddhist statues for the public for 
limited time and charged offerings or admissions. Pantomimes and trick shows, hosted in 
temple courtyards attracted many sightseers. Nearby shops and stalls enjoyed busy trading as 
temple open days attracted many visitors from Edo itself and beyond. According to a 
contemporary estimate, one esteemed temple had as many as over 16 million visitors when 
they opened for sixty days in 1778. Many temples in Edo held such open days during the time 
when many were dying of starvation in the north west. They held more temple open days in 
Edo in 1783 (29 temples) and 1784 (14 temples) than any other years, as shown in the graph. 
It is likely that, even when rising rice prices were hitting their economy hard (during famine 
time), people in Edo were still willing to spend on leisure activities. 
 
Coexistence of poverty and indulgence in Edo does not simply mean the social class 
gap/difference, but rather it points to that poverty and indulgence were intertwined in Edo. It 
is probable/possible that the society’s pursuit of leisure and gastronomic pleasure generated 
employment opportunities for the less well-offs. The life of the less well-offs relied on the 
society’s indulgence in leisure and gastronomy, but at the same time they sought everyday 
little luxuries that they could afford too. As Edo’s society became more indulgent in leisure 
and gastronomic pleasure, people’s lives became less immune to the shock of disasters and 
their resilience became lower13. 
 
3. Pre-1791 disaster responses by the government 
 
The military Bakufu government did not have a comprehensive disaster relief system to deal 
with the complex succession of disasters and dealt with each disaster by following precedents. 
For example, when the great famine hit north east of Japan and many suffered from starvation 
in 1784,  
the government built a shelter for those without homes in February14. In May, the government 
also decided to release a large quantity of rice (30,000 koku) for sale at a reduced price15. 
When an epidemic followed the famine in July, the government circulated the printed 
prescription or instruction of how to make medicine using the plants that were commonly 
available16. These measures followed precedent of 173317. 
 
In case of the great flood in 1786, the government hired many boats from private boat 
owners to rescue over 4,100 people who were left on the roof or upstairs of their flooded 
houses. It also handed out free rice balls using 270 koku of rice, to more than 137,000 
people over 18 days18. As the flood damage triggered rising rice prices, the government 
decided to hand out total of 250 koku of rice to 14,000 poor people in early Winter    that 
year. The first half of the relief rice was given by the end of the year19 with the rest by the 
following spring. When the wheat harvest turned out bad in the spring, the government also 
handed out further 160 koku of rice to the poorest20. 
 
However, a series of relief measures taken by the government to deal with famines and floods 
turned out to be insufficient/or the scale of relief measures taken by the government turned 
out to be insufficient or not inadequate. The lack of a comprehensive disaster management 
                                                
12 Andrew Zolli and Ann Marie Healy, Resilience, 2012, Japanese translation, Tokyo,2013. 
131313 Tokyo Metropolitan Archives (ed.) The Historical Documents of Tokyo City ‘Relief and Remedy’ vol. i
（Tokyo Metropolitan Government, 1921), p.1039. 
14 Tokyo Metropolitan Archives (ed.) The Historical Documents of Tokyo City  ‘Industries’ vol. 29, （Tokyo 
Metropolitan Government, 1985), p.68-72. 
15 Tokyo Metropolitan Archives (ed.) The Historical Documents of Tokyo City ‘Relief and Remedy’ vol. i,
（Tokyo Metropolitan Government, 1921), p. 1044. 
16 Manabu Nakayama, ‘Epidemic Response in Time of Great Famine of the Kyoho era: Contents and Nature of 
Medicine Instructions Circulated by the Bakufu’ Hosei Shigaku, 60 (2003). 
17 Watanabe, Measures. 
18 Tokyo Metropolitan Archives (ed.) The Historical Documents of Tokyo City ‘Industries’, vol. xxx, (Tokyo 
Metropolitan Government, 1985), p. 529. 
19 Ditto., p. 809. 
20 Makoto Takeuchi, A Study of the Kanseis (Yoshikawa Kobunkan, 2009 (First Edition 1967)), p333. 
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system was evident when major food riots broke out in May 1787 and over 520 rice 
merchants and grocers were assaulted over several days. It was crucial to release large 
quantity of rice in the market in order to control the rising rice prices, but it was beyond the 
capacity of Edo’s Magistrate Office. Instead the (other) office that was normally in charge of 
rural affairs had to step in to temporarily secure 40,000 koku(200,000 bushels) of rice from 
Edo’s surrounding areas and 8,000 koku(40,000 bushels) of them was then sold at reduced 
price21. This experience led the government to reform its disaster management system. 
 
However, the government became less inclined to provide relief to the victims of fire from 
mid 1730s22. This was partly due to the declining fiscal conditions23 but the Bakufu’s elites 
may also have been influenced by the prevailing belief that natural disasters were divine 
punishment for the bad administration by the ruler. In particular, early modern Japanese elites 
were familiar with the mythology of Emperor  Gun-Yu and his heroic attempts of controlling 
the terrifying floods in ancient China24. Based on this myth which placed the utmost 
importance on fighting floods, the Bakufu might have prioritised to manage the flood 
disasters over human-made ordinary fire disasters. My view on this issue remains to be 
explored through further research25. 
 
The scale of relief measures taken in the 1780s was significantly smaller than that of the 
nineteenth century, as we shall discuss to later. During the 1780s, the maximum amount of 
rice that the Bakufu provided or released was 270 koku, which could hardly provide for 
20,000 people. The lack of a comprehensive or wholesale disaster management failed to 
address the fundamental problem relating to disasters. 
 
4. Rice distribution policies 
 
Controlling rice prices and its quantity in the market was another important tool of disaster 
management that the Bakufu government used. 
 
In early modern period, the entire economic system was based on the collection of the rice 
tax and its transportation and redistribution to the rest of the country.   Thus how to control 
the rice distribution was deeply linked to the government’s disaster management in Edo. 
Since rice had to be physically shipped to Edo, there were three major rice shipping routes to 
Edo. The most important route was from Osaka, the largest national rice market, where all 
rice from across the country except from the Pacific side of north east were sold for cash. Rice 
from the Pacific side of the north east arrived directly to the rice market in Edo. In addition, 
rice also arrived to the city from its surrounding regions. 
 
In the late eighteenth century, merchants outside the rice or grain merchant guild began 
importing rice from Osaka through new routes and methods. New rice shipping routes, in 
addition to the traditional three routes, were also emerging that linked rice producing regions 
                                                
21 The Edo Magistrate stated in 1792 that no request of relief was made from victims of fire since the last 
relief of this kind was provided by the Magistrate office around 1720. Tokyo Metropolitan Archives (ed.) The 
Historical Documents of Tokyo City ‘Relief and Remedy’ vol. ii, (Tokyo Metropolitan Government, 1921), p. 
649. ; Also a retainer of the prominent Councillor recalled in his chronicle that no relief was provided when 
the great fire happened in 1772. Collection of Essays, vol. ix, p421-426. 
22 Chiaki Iijima, A Study of the Bakufu’s Fiscal Policies（Yoshikawa Kobunkan, 2004）. 
23 I am grateful to Mr Masanori Wakao for this information. 
24 A daimyo lord and one of the entourage of the 4th Shogun stated it was the role of the government to 
provide relief to the victims of famine, flood and earthquake but there was no mention of fire. Kazuya Ogawa, 
Philosophy of Governing People: Thoughts of Rulers in the Edo Period (Heibonsha, 2008), p.134. ; An 
eighteenth-century poet argued that the cause of all things on the earth could be attributed to the action of 
either Heaven or humans. According to this argument, the cause of a fire was human’s action. On the 
contrary, an early nineteenth-century intellectual argued that divine punishment caused disasters such as 
typhoons, floods, earthquakes, fires and epidemics. In his understanding therefore, fire disaster was also a 
sign of divine punishment. Katsumi Fukawa, Heaven and Divines: Supernatural Thoughts in the Edo Period 
(Keibunsha, 2015). The third example suggests that, from a victim’s point of view, victims of a fire should 
have been given relief as well. 
25 Kikuchi, The Age of Hunger ; ditto. Understanding 
25 Iwata, Disturbances. 
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with Edo more closely. This brought a disaster to the Pacific side of north-east Japan in the 
autumn of 1783 when a very bad harvest hit the region. Despite the poor harvest, peasants 
gave up rice to get cash while the region’s domains, faced with chronic fiscal crisis, were keen 
to export rice to other domains. 
As a result, rice was extremely scarce in the region and many starved26. 
 
As the news of the great famine in northeast became clear in January of the following year, 
the Bakufu made some attempts to control the rising rice prices. First, the government issued 
a temporary edict whereby it approved any merchant could buy and sell rice even if he was 
not a guild member with a view to increasing the quantity of rice in Edo’s rice market. This 
measure failed because the government prohibited the exporting of rice from Osaka to 
prevent the rising rice prices in the Osaka market. As the rice prices in Edo remained high, 
the Bakufu resorted to sell 30,000 koku of rice at reduced price, as discussed above. (The 
edict was suspended in September as the rice prices came down.) 
 
The Bakufu repeated similar attempts of rice price controls to deal with other disasters 
throughout the 1780s but they were seldom successful.  A  similar edict was issued but 
failed to control the price down when the great flood in Kantō area brought a sharp rise in 
rice prices in Edo in July 1786. In that year, the price remained high because not only rice 
merchants but also other merchants bought and hoarded rice away from the market despite 
more rice was arriving from Osaka. In May 1789, the Bakufu resumed the same edict which 
ended up driving the rice prices up out of control since  rice was scarce in Edo as provincial 
domains hoarded rice within their territory to prevent the outbreak of famines they 
experienced in 178427. 
 
The Bakufu’s rice distribution policies during the 1780s were to secure as much rice as 
possible in Edo whilst preserving Osaka’s role as the national rice market. However, the 
policies largely failed as a mechanism of disaster management. 
 
５．Edo’s infrastructures 
The great flood in 1786 caused more damage to the city’s infrastructures than any other 
disasters in the 1780s. The flood destroyed or damaged the three of the four main bridges 
over River Sumida. As the river ran through the middle of the city, the damage to its main 
bridges brought catastrophic situation to the city(’s economy). 
 
For many samurai, the bridges were commuting routes from their houses in the east of the 
river to the Edo Castle. In a flood, the bridges were also emergency escape routes for people 
fleeing from the east of the river as it was often flooded. Thus the authority paid close 
attention to the safety of bridges in a serious flood as they would (need to) block the bridge 
to prevent accidents. An official would be on duty to report several times a day how a bridge 
was coping to the Magistrate who then passed this on to the Bakufu Councillor. For example, 
the official was required to report the water level three times a day (please see the graph 
showing the water levels from the reports). 
 
As this slide shows, the bridge, which was made of timber/wood, rested on many legs 
supporting its weight. In a flood, large amount of a build-up debris consisting of boats, fallen 
trees and collapsed houses could put so much water pressure on the legs that the bridge 
collapsed. 
 
In the flood of 1786, two bridges completely collapsed and another bridge lost its middle part 
and navigation in gushing turbid River Sumida was temporarily forbidden. This effectively 
suspended transportation of bulky commodities such as rice and timber from the east of the 
river which served as Edo’s commodities redistribution hub. It was as if the essential 
functions of metropolitan Edo were put on hold.   
                                                
26 Koichi Watanabe, ‘Accumulation of Precedents and Compilation of Reference Manual in Measures against 
Floods: the Case of Edo (Japanese)’, The Bulletin of the National Institute of Japanese Literature. Archival 
studies 9, 2013. 




After the flood subsided, the Magistrate built a temporary bridge next to the closed bridge 
which was a toll bridge charging non samurai passers (The charges went into the Bakufu’s 
treasury). The Magistrate also replaced the collapsed two bridges with new ones using the 
Bakufu’s fund. The replacement took several years until completion as bidding by bridge 
builders slowed down the process. 
 
In 1792, the bakufu produced a more comprehensive flood disaster management manual28. 
Along with the instructions of victim rescues and relief food provisions, it included a series of 
measures for protecting bridges that had been originally written following the damaging flood 
in 1742. It instructed special boats that were able to manoeuvre in gushing river water be 
equipped and that they be dispatched to remove debris from the bridge legs when the water 
level rose. It also instructed a special team of workers be permanently appointed who would 
join the operation to tackle with a flood. 
 
As bridges were one of the most vital infrastructures in Edo, the city’s Magistrate office was 
equipped with comprehensive solutions for protecting them including measures of 
information gathering, rebuilding and preparation.  
 
 
６．Private responses to disasters 
 
When someone was affected by a fire, there was a custom of relief gifts given to help them. 
Historical records relating to Nakai family, one of the most prominent financiers in Edo, have 
revealed how often the family sent and received various items to the victims of fire. Between 
1783 and 1787, the financier sent and received relief items eleven times. For example, in 
relation to the fire that broke out on 28th October 1783, the Nakai not only sent sake and 
eggs to five merchants who were affected by the fire but also received a large amount of 
porridge rice from a daimyō lord who was their long-term borrower. Presumably some of 
Nakai’s business premises were also affected by the fire29.  
 
The scale of relief giving practice of Nakai family grew even larger in the nineteenth century. 
In one occasion, over a hundred individuals sent the Nakai family a wide variety of items when 
they were affected by a fire while in an other occasion the family sent items to over one 
hundred people who were affected. In downtown Edo in the early 1860s, the victim of a fire 
would receive many goods such as sake and food packets, according to Kōun Takamura, one 
of the most celebrated sculptors in modern Japan, who was born into a townspeople’s family. 
The victim would then provide the gifted foods to people who offered assistance30. 
 
This chart shows the mutuality of relief giving in relation to fire damage.  
That is, a recipient of relief in one fire could be a provider of relief in another fire. 
Furthermore, the practice of relief giving encompassed dual aspects of goods provision and 
labour provision. As Takamura’s example shows, the gifted goods that the recipient received 
were then provided to the willing helpers. This means that through the practice of relief 
giving to the fire victim with social capital31, providers of goods and labour, even though 
personally unknown to each other, were connected. 
 
In a flood of 1786, private relief services were put into practice and a total of 123 donations 
were made matching the authorities provisions that were organised. As discussed above, a 
wide range of commodities and food items were donated despite it being the time of famine. 
Private relief services were essentially anonymous donations in the sense that the items were 
collected by the Magistrate office and provided for the victims at the shelter. 
                                                
28 Koun Takamura. Memoir of the End of Bakufu Regime and the Meiji Restoration’ (Iwanami Shoten, 1995 
(First edition 1929)). 
29 James S. Coleman, Social Capital in the Creation of Human Capital, American Journal of Sociology, 94:S95-
S120. 
30 Kitahara, Cities and Poverty. 




The unprecedented scale of private donations were made immediately after food riots in 
178732. As many as 472 donations were made and, because of a sharp rise in rice prices, 
most of them were cash rather than food items. Unlike private relief anonymously organised 
in 1786, these donations were more personal in the sense that provisions were made by 
powerful merchants to their suppliers or the neighbouring poor, or within the local 
community groups33. 
 
Practice of relief givings or private relief donations suggests that townspeople in Edo were 
mutually dependent, meaning that the society/community as a whole was reasonably resilient 
to disasters. Although a man’s economic life may have been very vulnerable to disasters, it 
was sufficiently protected through his participation in the resilient community. Even though 
he had to go through hardships in time of disaster, he could rely on the help of other 
members of the community. It is probable that the social safety net that urban communities 
provided in early modern Japan was the basis of resilience to disasters. This may explain why, 
from the eighteenth century onwards, there was hardly any social disturbance following 
disasters34 or why the society swiftly reestablished its order after food riots35. 
 
 
７．Mid to long term disaster responses by the Bakufu government 
 
The outbreak of major food riots in 1787 urged the Bakufu to draw up more comprehensive 
steps of disaster relief provisions. In a disaster, most of Edo’s 500,000 townspeople were in 
need of relief. This led the Bakufu to develop an ingenious system of indirectly collecting 
money from the public to fund a permanent stock of emergency relief food.  
 
The system worked as follows. At that time the government, in its attempt to keep general 
prices down, was trying to reduce rents of land, shop houses, warehouses and tenant houses. 
As rents included administration fees relating to local community groups, by reducing these 
fees, the government expected it could reduce overhead of tenant merchants, which would 
then lead to lower general prices. In the new system, the government annually collected 70 % 
of the money that was saved from the reduced fees from some 1,500 local community groups 
as a main source of disaster relief fund. To match this, the government offered 10,000 ryō to 
contribute to the same fund. 
 
The Bakufu created a new organisation called Machi-kaisho to manage the disaster fund36. 
The workings of Machi-kaisho are unique in public administration and organisational theory. 
Traditionally, all aspects of the government’s disaster management in Edo belonged to the 
city’s Magistrate. When a flood damage covered neighbouring rural villages beyond the city’s 
boundary, a separate rural administration office was in charge of providing relief to the 
victims. However, when the government realised the Magistrate could not sufficiently handle 
food riots in 1787, it created Machi-kaisho as a result of major administration reform.   
Machi-kaisho was staffed by the officials from both the prominent office of finance, that was 
in charge of rural affairs, and from the Edo Magistrate as well as staffed by wealthy 
townspeople representatives and officially appointed townsmen. Traditionally, no 
governmental office included members of townspeople but Machi-kaisho was constituted by 
samurai and townspeople. In addition, Machi-kaisho was unique as the Bakufu’s bureaucracy 
system for it being under the jurisdiction of both the office of finance and the Edo Magistrate. 
 
                                                
32 The authority of Edo issued many orders relating to social orders after the great fire in 1657 whilst only 
one was issued after the great fire of 1772. 
33 This observation derives from the fact that the orders issued by the authority to local community groups 
immediately after food riots were of ordinary nature. 
34  
35 
36 For workings and nature of Machi-kaisho, see Takeuchi, Kansei Reforms (Yoshikawa Kobunkan, 2009. 
(First edition 1973)), Nobuyuki Yoshida, ‘On the Nature and Workings of Machi-kaisho in Edo’ in Yoshida, 
Social Structures (First published in 1973), and Yuichiro Ando, Urban Administration and Kansei Reforms: 
Rice Price Controls in Edo and Securing Rice (Hasekura Shobo, 2000). 
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Although all decisions about the organisation of Machi-kaisho were still made by samurai 
officials, its day-to-day running of relief fund and emergency provision rice was in the hands 
of townspeople representatives. One of their tasks was to replenish fresh stock of 
(emergency) rice by selling old stock, so through manipulating the timing of selling and 
purchasing large amount of rice, they were practically in charge of controlling rice prices. 
Other tasks involved lending money to petty merchants at lower interest rate. Thus Machi-
kaisho played many roles in Edo’s economy and society as well as its main role as the 
organisation for disaster management.  
 
Let us consider how the establishment of Machi-kaisho transformed the ways in which the 
government made decisions about disaster management. A comparison between the cases of 
great flood in 1786 and 1846 gives us some insights37. Before Machi-kaisho was opened, the 
Magistrate office was solely in charge of rescuing victims and relief provision services. 
However, in 1846, the Magistrate and Machi-kaisho divided disaster management tasks with 
all decisions relating to relief provisions being in hand of Machi-kaisho. 
 
The opening of Machi-kaisho also improved the way in which the Bakufu managed its 
budgets in time of crisis. When the government faced with the need of providing reliefs to 
more people than the Magistrate could afford, an additional fund for disaster relief had to 
come from the Bakufu’s treasury. In 1786, no additional fund could be given to the Magistrate 
without the approval of both the Magistrate of the Exchequer and his superior, the Senior 
Councillor. The establishment of Machi-kaisho meant that its own stock of emergency rice 
was sufficient to meet any additional need of relief provisions. When the approval of the 
Senior Councillor was required, Machi-kaisho consulted the Town Magistrate and the 
Magistrate of the Exchequer who then coauthored a request to the Councillor (see the chart).   
Thus the Bakufu’s disaster management significantly improved. 
 
８. Large-scale relief provisions 
 
Machi-kaisho, originally created to deal with flood damage, began to expand its role in the 
early 1790s. Not only the organisation extended its services to deal with fire damage but also 
was able to offer more efficient systems for sustainable disaster management by designating 
relief measures as ‘standard’ or ‘urgent and temporary.’ Its urgent and temporary measures 
successfully provided relief to some hundred thousand people, as shown in the examples of 
great famines in the 1830s and the sequel of big earthquake, typhoon and cholera disasters 
in the 1850s (see the graph). Even towards the end of the Bakufu’s regime and after its fall in 
1868, Machi-kaisho’s grain and financial resources continued to provide vital relief to the 
vulnerable victims of disasters, as was the case of major food riots in 186638. Despite the 
organisation being abolished in 1872, its funds remained to be used for building modern 
infrastructures such as gas lights until 187739. 
 
9. Concluding remarks 
 
In Edo during the 1780s, the resilience to disasters was low at individual level but Edo’s 
society as a whole was reasonably resilient, as shown in the example of mutual relief giving. It 
was during this period when the complex succession of disasters hit Edo and its society. The 
overview of the disaster responses at private and public levels in this essay has highlighted 
two main characteristics of the capital city.  
1. The Bakufu’s rice redistribution policies centred on securing rice provisions in the capital 
city. Failing in that encouraged the government to create a new administrative organisation 
                                                
37 Information about the great flood of 1786 is drawn from the Magistrate Office’s Reports on Flood Damage 
(Vol. 38), and the same office’s Compilation of Precedents and Reference Manuals (Vol. 1). Information about 
the great flood of 1846 is based on Machi-kaisho’s Reports on Flood Damage and the Magistrate Office’s 
Reports on Flood Damage (Vol. 100) and the same office’s reports on the same flood. 
38 Tsutomu Ushigome, ‘Urban Poor Relief by the Metropolitan Government of Tokyo in the First Year of Meiji’, 
Shiso, 28 (1981). 
39  Hisato Nakajima, Modernisation of the Capital City of Tokyo and its Citizen’s Society (Yoshikawa 
Kobunkan, 2010 (First published in 1992)). 
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for this purpose. 
2. The organisation for disaster relief was revolutionary in the sense it was constituted by 
staffs from different social castes and its funds indirectly were collected from the public. The 
latter was characteristically unique to the capital city because disaster relief funds in 
provincial capital towns were directly collected from the public. The capital city was a 
forerunner in the implementation of many aspects of public administration and disaster 
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2017 年 3 月 1 日 
 




    利根川東遷[大熊 1988]の結果としての隅田川  自然改造[岩淵 2012、水本 2013] 
   →自然と人間の関係＝相互浸透的関係 
 2)生態系として都市 
 3)災害史研究の刷新   同種災害の時系列的検討、特定の観点 
   水害後の減災対策を、中長期的視点から、寛保水害から天明水害後の経緯 
   水路と営業用地という都市インフラ[伊藤 2010]維持の観点から 
  都市は災害を内包[伊藤 2017] 
 
１．寛保２年（1742）大水害の教訓 
 1)台風進路の復元 旧 8 月 1 日（図）[町田 2014]、旧 8 月 8 日 
 2)被害   江戸・武蔵・上野（利根川・荒川水系）、信濃・越後南部（千曲川水系）で 
       1 万人以上の死者。土石流と洪水の被害。現代風に言えば「関東信越水害」？ 
3)江戸では本所・深川地域を中心に広範囲で床上浸水 ←幕府の助船[渡辺 2013] 
 4)隅田川浚渫評議：町奉行石川土佐守政朝・嶋長門守正祥→老中松平左近将監乗邑 1 
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 1)三俣中洲の造成経緯[片倉 2009] 大伝馬町の伝馬役負担者への助成目的、大伝馬町町
人たちの反対、町奉行牧野が押し切って実現。     
 2)交渉過程で水害危険性に関する記述なし →災害教訓の忘却か？ 
 3)三俣富永町  「四季庵」「中洲の樽三」をはじめとする料理茶屋 18、船宿 14、 
水茶屋 93、湯屋 3 [『遊園』2p402]が営業する遊興の地 
 4)「利益追求の時代」[藤田 2007]らしい事業のあり方 
 5) 都市インフラの観点から 
御船蔵前出洲と御材木蔵内堀の浚渫→舟運と排水という水路の二つの機能を維持、 
かつ営業用地の確保というこれまた別種の都市インフラの創出 
   浚渫する一方で流路内に土地を造成するのであるから、最初から矛盾に満ちた事業 





   b.三俣中洲の定期的な浚渫工事 
   c.浚渫土による三ヶ所の土地造成 
   d.箱崎川沿いの新地の箱崎町町人による買受 →代金は b.の工事に充当 
   ➡浚渫土で新しい土地を造成し、かつその土地から収益を挙げることが目標 

















  a.左岸に杭を打つ →右岸の土砂を押し流し、左岸に寄洲ができる。 
   「右岸通り（深川清住町より同所佐賀町迄之河岸通り）川内江杭出打候ハヽ、中洲
之方江水行強相成、土砂押流、東之方者右杭出裏水勢ゆるみ、寄洲之助ニ茂相成候
様仕置」[港湾二 141]との町奉行の文章 
  b.橋脚に竹簾を付けて水流を弱める →右岸の出洲を押し流し、左岸の深い澪を解消 
   「永代橋弐拾ヶ所程、新大橋ニ十七八ヶ所程竹簾を以橋杭ニ添、水捌仕候ハヽ、格
別水行宜相成、三俣出洲払幷東之川岸深澪ニ相成り候場所を茂相凌可申」（港湾二 141）  




1)原因は集中豪雨かも。（表）   前提として天明 3年浅間山噴火による河床上昇。 




 b.三俣中洲富永町の撤去計画（天明 7年正月）は延期（同年 3月）。＜史料＞ 
   背景（推測）；田沼失脚後の田沼派の存在 
          富永町営業者・住民との合意形成困難（政治空白期） 
 
５、減災対策としての中洲撤去 
1)寛政元年(1789)の隅田川浚渫のなかで中洲富永町は撤去   
2)定信の意思：寛政二年正月付の松平定信から水戸あての書付[産業三三 377] 
  隅田川浚渫のことは、庶民を救う趣旨である。しかし、天明六年の関東水害により
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 住民に移転料支給 ＝深川洲崎クリアランスと同じ手法[渡辺 2016] 




















伊藤毅、フェデリコ・スカローニ、松田法子編『危機と都市 Along the water: Urban 


































 住民に移転料支給 ＝深川洲崎クリアランスと同じ手法[渡辺 2016] 




















伊藤毅、フェデリコ・スカローニ、松田法子編『危機と都市 Along the water: Urban 
























平成 29 年 3 月発行
編集  人間文化研究機構 国文学研究資料館
研究部 渡辺浩一
〒190-0014 東京都立川市緑町 10-3 
TEL.050-5533-2900
発行  大学共同利用機関法人 人間文化研究機構
印刷所　株式会社 アトミ 
National Institute for the Humanities 2017 Printed in Japan

